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INTRODUCTION 


Debate , as a whole , i. not * ~ ^ chureWorld 

today. Many stick their noses up the in debate 

Biblical issues. I feel th .£ turally defend their beliefs, 

simply because they cannot P i e i v on the Bible. Proverbs 

The idea of debating is based sole y himself; and 

25T9 states, "Debate thy cause with common wa y o 

discover not a secret to of Acts (cf. Ac. 9:29; 17:17, 

studying the Scriptures m ro versial issues in the book o 

l^fUi^c^o^r^u^^ate (cf. *, (5:0. 

in May of (995, I ” 

Mr. Lewis had heard f *°* * At the time, neither Mr. Lewis nor 
was interested in debating._ A agreed to debate the subject 

myself had debated. Mr. Lewa ® f 1995 For the next six months 
of spiritual gifts in ^ jC 9 questions" : an exchange of 
we corresponded and played debate was in Lone Grove, 

fifty questions and at he « Grove High School 

Oklahoma on December 7-8, gG od. Many experienced 

-^orium. frcxn ^"es^f^ issue! stated that it was 
the best debate they had ever been to. 

in late December 1 995 , Mr. ^Because of scheduling 

oral debate to be held . having a debate in written 

problems and a common interest i g debate. Thus, the 

form, it was decided to h^ * product of three to 

"Lewis - Weatherly Love Letters are abo ut to read are 

four months of correspon ence ' u j have copied them as is 

actual copies of the "Love Letters. in* styles. Thus, every 
to capture the different or ™ a 3 Q r or just plain ole sloppy 

Tym^rei!^ 

b o“ M w r r-itte e n Wi Lba n te.T e hope this book will help you in your 
study of spiritual gifts. 


Jason L. Weatherly 




RIII .F.S FOR THIS DEBATE 


1 This debate shall be a written discussion. 

2 If Jason Weatherly decides to enter this debate, he will send the signed rnles and his first 

affirmative postmarked no later than Friday, February 26, 1996. 

o This debate will consist of a total of three affirmative papers and three negative papers by each 
“»..™arw1a.hedy will affimt his proposition first. Upon completing thts, John 

Lewis will affirm his proposition. 

4. Both participants will have no more than 9 days to respond tc' i 995 

t i 

frhTffist dav of the 9 day period begins the day after the postmark date. For example, if 
c. The farst day or tne y uay if* 1Q96 Mr Lewis must have his 

Mr Weatherly’s first affirmative is postmarked February 2 , , • 

^ th “ ,he 

e^TThs process will continue throughout the entire written debate on both propositions. 


5 Both Mr Lewis and Mr. Weatherly may ask up to 5 written questions with each proposition. 

• a These questions should be asked with the first affirmative and first negative. 

rKSSs* >•—- —- 

affirmative writer should send his questions with h ' s r ® h negative writer should 

SZSZX S£^-S^=r= n d.heanswered 

questions back with his second affirmative. 

‘ ““ ... 

ULitive to send his last negative and first affirmattve to Mr. Weather y. 

7 The first two affirmative and negative papers are to be a maximum of 6 pages. The last 
' Butno 

matter what format he chooses, it must not exceed right sides. 

b c ; ^ SST iX" 1 Ms mtriZW £ he wants, but the point size of Ids 
fonts must not be smaller than that used in these rules. 



d. Each debater is free to use any charts, diagrams, outlines, etc. he desires, but any and all of 
these will be counted as part of the maximum length of each response. 

e. All material must be typed on either computer or typewriter. The debater, however, may 
draw his charts, etc. if he does not have sufficient computer software to produce his charts. 

8. Both Mr. Lewis and Mr. Weatherly shall possess copyrights to this written debate. 

a. Before this debate may be printed and distributed or sold, it must be checked by both Mr. 
Lewis and Mr. Weatherly. 

b. If, for example, Mr. Lewis decides to publish and sell this written debate, he must have 
Mr. Weatherly check the manuscript before final printing. 

c. If this debate is published, it must include the entire debate including both propositions 
with all charts, etc. 

d. Nothing may be changed in the printing of this debate. All mistakes, both grammatical and 
punctuation, etc. should be included if this debate is published. 

e. If either Mr. Lewis or Mr. Weatherly refuse to examine the manuscript before publication, 
or either of them does not respond in a reasonable period of time, publication may take place 
anyway. 

f. A forward, preface or introduction may be added by either of the publishers but no 
arguments may be presented in this area. No opinions concerning the result of the debate 
should be included either. 

g. If either Mr. Lewis or Mr. Weatherly decides to publish this debate, they are responsible 
for their own financial burden. 

h. If either Mr. Lewis or Mr. Weatherly decides to publish this debate they may reformat the 
entire debate to maintain consistency throughout. But, as mentioned above, nothing may be 
changed in the wording of the debate itself. The charts, diagrams, etc. should not be 
changed in any way. They may, however, be reduced in size to fit the format of the rest of 
the book. 

i. The rules mentioned here and the signed propositions must be included in any publication 
of this debate. 

9. The rules of Christian conduct used in the Lewis-Weatherly public debate of December 7-8, 

1996 are to be used in this debate. 

I agree to abide by the rules of this written debate: 





PROPOSITIONS FOR WRITTEN DEBATE 


PROPOSITION#!: 

“RESOLVED, the Scriptures teach that the baptism in the Holy Ghost and the gifts of 
the Spirit are available to believers today and will be until the return of Christ Jesus 
from heaven.” 



PROPOSITION #2: 


“RESOLVED, the Scriptures teach that the baptism in the Holy Spirit and the gifts of 
the Spirit have ceased and are no longer in the church today.” 




December 31, 1995 


Jason Weatherly 


Dear Jason: 

Glad to hear from you again. Thanhs for the charts. I hope 

Congratulations^ 0 n e your°wifes preg^ncy.™! hipe you all have 
a happy new year. 

Yes, I am anxious to have more debates hot^only^this 
subject but others as wel • 1 . ^ the summer . As far as 

d e Ie nt ?'have e to wait and see. I wouldn't need six months 
to prepare for Holy Spirit/ miracles debate^srn^ I have ^ 

^SKr r S4 Adventist^debate so 1 do„;t Know if^^ill 
be ready to debate you before that time. x.xx y 

by February 1st. 

Location: No I do not want to have the debate ^ ^ 

Lighthouse Church As I said^it s^no^ ^ 

conviction.' I have no P r fhem being in the building of 

ssrzxrs s". s.s.'.sssr 

Rules: They look good: however X want the rules^ ^ 

specifically ^ntion^certal^ns/^aiterations I would like to 
make? ^ will send them to you soon for you to review. 

concerning the use of "pour" from Joel 2:28. I will 

your exact reference before I can sign o« J fer ences. 

I will not debate a man “ho refuses to cite hi 

- consider^them: 

>• " ; :!£ *“,*• ■ 

know it's true unless I can check the reference. 

2. HOW do I know you haven't quoted the authority out of 
context? 

3 • raao^«^iSly"Se r |hf vfrpugf Of the 

?hf^d t ??lllfdSln?rSli a S a I?4 1 ;s;d: only the 
context can tell)? 



4. How do I know that your reference indicates that the 
Joel writer would have used a prophetic perfect if he 
meant what I contend? 

5. If I don't know your reference, how can I know that 
he is " THE greatest Hebrew scholar."? 

6. How do I know whether your reference is just his 
interpretation? 

7. How do I know that this man doesn't have a 
Pentecostal slant? 

8. How do I know that "pour" grammatically means that 
the pouring would take place throughout all the last 
days? 

9. How can this be a "sugar stick" if you won't let 
everybody else have a bite!? 


I talked with several friends about your analysis of Joel 
2:28, and one of the biggest gripes was that you didn't 
mention the citation. You would think that one of your 
strongest arguments would contain the reference. 

So I hope you will send me the reference you have. You don't 
have to send an actual copy of the work; just specifically 
where it came from. We want to keep you honest <grin>. I'll 
send you the propositions with rules when I receive that 
information. 

Talk to you later. 



John T. Lewis 





January 9, 1996 
John T. Lewis 


Dear Mr. Lewis: 

I received your letter the other day, I was mildly surprised at it’s contents. 

I too am anxious to have more debates. I would also like to debate other subjects, whether oral 
or written debate. I know you have the other debate to work on, but if there is any way, let s 
debate at least before the winter. It seems that during the winter so many people are caught up in 
the “Christmas Spirit” that they don’t J£&time for anything else. 

Location: A central location will work out. We can discuss it more later. 

Rules: Make additions/alterations that you see are needed. 

Now, concerning “pour” in Joel 2:28. You amaze me, John. First, you wouldn’t debate me again 
if Dr* Scheel wouldn’t sign Mr. Wiggin’s proposition. Now, you won’t debate me again if I don t 
give you a lick of my “sugar stick.” Actually, Mr. Lewis it would be better for you NOT taste my 
“sugar stick.” That way you actually wouldn’t know what the Hebrew scholars say about pour. 
Buf since you insist on tasting my “sugar stick,” I will give you a lick. I must warn you though, 
my “sugar stick” will be as bitter as “wormwood” in your mouth. Before I give you a taste, let 
me comment on what you said. 

1. When making an argument from grammar, you don’t necessarily have to state a source. 
If you wish to know whether an argument is true or not, I suggest you do more 
studying. I made an argument about “James the Lord’s brother ”, in which I stated that 
the word “brother” in Greek means to come from the same womb. I did not give a 
reference to this argument, why because it is a mattei of grammar. 

2. You state, “How do I know you haven’t quoted the authority out of context? What? 
You mean like you did with Arndt & Gingrich’s definition of call (Ac. 2.39). No, Mr. 
Lewis I do not take the authorities out of context. 

3. The answer to this question is STUDY, STUDY, STUDY. 

4. Again, STUDY, STUDY, STUDY !! 

5. Ask your teachers at SCU if he is not one of the greatest Hebrew scholars. 

6. One more time, STUDY, STUDY, STUDY !!! 



7 No he does not have a “Pentecostal Slant.” He is a Hebrew scholar not a Pentecostal 

scholar I DO NOT use Pentecostal authors as authorities. Actually, l ined using m 
,ht Uhoighfyou would consider as authorities (i.e. James Burton Coffinan). 

o uit t Vnnw that ‘DOur’ grammatically means that the pouring would take place _ 

8. How do I k P STtTDY s T UDY, STUDY !!!! But watch this Mr. Lewis, 

throughout all the last day . ’ ALWAYS describes conditions 

N^fe Isa. 2:2, “And it shall come to 

which extent T mountain of the Lord’s house shall be established in the top 

pass in the last days that the nations ^ flow unt0 it ” 

of the mountains, and shall be exalted^^^e mils ^ ^ 

1 just happen to ^"2 22-23) (“Prenillennialism”, John T. Lewis, pp. 7-8). 
church of the firstborn (Heb. 1222 7 13U ^ ^ ^ ^ some , ime in the last 

l U ys!ot '"throughout all the last days. Be glad I didn't bring this up in our debate, it could 
have been quite embarrassing for you. 

,, T mv “tmear stick” wih be as bitter as “wormwood” in your 
mouth ^the way just because something is my “sugar stick” doesn’t mean I let 
everyone have a We. Applj this to your wife, is she your “sugar stick 7 

• „ -p, friends was that I didn’t cite any scholarship in my argument, why 

If the “biggest gnpe from you *ends was^ ^ the debate , and NOT 

didn’t they voice this to me^ I td brethren”, Cornelius C. Abbott, III, did discuss some 
ONE mentioned it to me. One f ^ ^ Jod 2;28 He even stated that he was 

things with me, but NOT ONE . . . „ To w hich, I replied that I was willing 

ready to debate ANY subject belnnd the potagfrL , each that in order for baptism to be 

right then to sign‘ ^ClST BE To ked ter the one baptmed.” He with drew his offer to 
debark W I r talked with Stephen Wiggins at length after the debate, he NEVER 

mentioned Joel 2:28. Yet, you say it was their biggest gnpe . 

Your final statement, “We want to keep you ^^ipJZSTSt IS" * 
you to purposely quote the wrong. f Q^Ht of context on what they say 

S^^tXis, I ink you need to “sweep around your own 

front door before you sweep around mine ! 

Now for the moment you have been denotes 

Joel 2:28 is Theodore Laetsch, D.D., who states poup ^ P ^ ^ ^ pourjng would 

the ever Testament era” i.e. the Last Days. Even, Mr. Wiggins 

take place THROUGHOU1 he throughout the last days. Notice, Stephen Wiggins, 1st 

believes that the pounngw Id t I f ffiends, not only does Joel's prophecy indicate 

;rrr P ™ f b“aS Gentle, And the consummation according to ACS Chapter two 




verses nineteen and twenty-one simply refers to the destruction of Jerusalem in the year A.D. 70. 
.Now watch this, what is the period of the ‘last days,’ not the Christian dispensation (although 
grand-daddy, Alexander Campbell said it was, see commentary on Acts) “Pentecost, Pentecost 
was the first day not the last. Two thousand years since Pentecost and the end has not come yet. 
What was the period of the ‘last days’? The last days of the Jewish system, which ended in A.D. 
70 at the destruction of Jerusalem. . . Thus, Dr. Sccheel, Joel’s prophecy not only sets forth the 
commencement, and characteristics, but also the consummation or termination of the miraculous 
gifts.” Of course Stephen Wiggins is wrong on what the “last days” are. They are most surely 
“the period between Christ’s two comings.” 

Please send me information on how to get a copy of the next issue of “Reprove.” With all this 
information, it should be very interesting! 

Sincerely, 

^ason L. Weatherly 
29 GlenLee Dr. 

Beebe, AR 720 




FIRST AFFIRMATIVE 


Hr. Lewis, ladies & gentlemen of the r«d:Lng 

it a great privilege to come oerore yu f God _ The 

proclaim to you what I tea ch that the baptism in 

proposition states. , f , f the spirit are available to 

the Holy Ghost end the. „??, the return of Christ Jesus 

believers today and will be unt i terms are as follows: 

from heaven." The defini 10 TEACH - inform, instruct, 

SCRIPTURES - 66 books of the Bible, TEA ., i n Ac 

BAPTISM IN THE HOLY GHOST - the experience esc M t # 

2:4, GIFTS OF THE SPIR:IT ^ ^ those that 

16, AVAILABLE usable, obtarnable^^ _ nt time, will 

believe on Christ <Jn. 1^37 U _ dura ,T lon o£ time, RETURN 

j 3 j? — continue to be avaiiaDic, 

OF CHRIST - Parousia or Second Coming. 


ARGUMENT # 1 


lohn 7 -37-39 , "In the last day, that great day of 
theTSSt, Jesus ItLd and cried, saying 
let him come unto me and drink He t flow rivers of 

the scripture hath said out of his belly shall flow * that 

living water. (But this spake he of the Spir , was not yet 

believe on him should receive. or qlorified)." Thayer's 

given: because that is "plur. 

c-reek-Enqli sh Lexicon , p. 532 say r n holloa Enq. 

figuratively i.q. the greatest a unance ‘ „ "floods" 

floods 1, to baptism. To deny that the language 

a baptism is to deny the very meaning of the word 
Liddell-Scott Lexicon, p. 305 defines „ 

"flooding, engulfment, covering of waves, 
the language DOES describe a baptism. John, s commen 
39 state, "But this spake he of the Spirit . The 
a baptism; John said He was speaking _ o 
that is Holy Spirit baptisml Jesus said 

II 


of living 
describes 
"baptism." 
"baptism" 


Therefore, 

in verse 39 state ^ “is =^11 H V v~aT speaking of the 

Is said 

” aS thTt^fev^h" a c n o Y uld ma r 4 oeive the baptism o^ the Ho:ly^Ghost, 
overflowing of rivers of 1 ^ ving . " pi V her the baptism of 

poiy * —-— 


"He 

the 

"he 

the 


Holy Ghost l.e. one ovbi o- — -- , today 

is available today or there are no scnptual believers today. 

ARGUMENT #2 John 3:5, "Jesus answered, Verliy, of^the ' Spirit* 

unto thee, Except a man e orn „ Jesus said two elements 

he cannot enter into the kingdom of God. God _ wat er 

are essential to our entering f aua ht a synonymous truth in 

and the Spirit The Wo.tl. :we have done, 

Titus 3:5-6, Not by wor^s o „ q (how?) by the washing 

but according to his mercy e Holy Ghost; which he poured 

of regeneration, and renewing °f the Holy both cases 

out on us abundantly through Jes j[wash!ng) & Spirit (Holy 

%Zsi)r£: -wis-r £ >•■ <*•*• 




~t“on uJ^f^ to the baptism of the. HolV Ghost. £. -33, 

-rife 9 

^ » ol £ 

fei; r S pii t Bi » h H°i n ^r P ^r£no^ 

then no one can enter into the kingdom of God today. 

Jhrist 9 ; lf what S was I "that I could withstand God?’’ The word Jlike 

means , "equal, in quality or quantity, the same g x±t, 

p. 307 ); "equal in number, size, qual Y ££ ver me gift," 

11:17," (Bauer, Arndt & Gingr1 ^/ P* 3 p 349 ). The gift that 

the^^^'s\le^ e °received ^as^the^baptisir/ of" the Holy Ghost (Ac. 
1=5). The household o£ Cornelius “e ^LiT1o'deny 

as 

Ifj wln^'in^s^iSlleT received the, «« 

that the lexicons are wrong m defining „ _ 

gift." Notice Ac. t ie : 4 g 5 if S t a of S, the ‘Hoif gTos^I’ ^hat was poured 
Zl oil llilel hi previously been poured out on the dews 

thl Holy ffiE? hfhaTh -rnl - aud 

hear " What were they seeing and hearing? Ac. 2:4, And they 

tiiipd with the Holy Ghost and began to spea 
were all filled „ with tne no y ghall be bapt i Z ed with the 

other tongues... Ac. 1.5, ••;Y rhnat which was poured 

Holy Ghost. " The s ba a Pt L I” o° poled ort on the Gentiles When 

out on the Jews was A L S 0 p . rhnst they received 

the Gentiles were baptized with the Holy Ghos , Y „ t 

the "gift of the Holy Ghost." Peter sard in Ac • / • j®' . 
and be baptized everyone of you in_ the na* t he gift of the 

for the remission of sms and ye sha 9 .oo a ,, p be 

Holy Ghost." The "gift of the Holy Ghost" in Ac 2.38 is the 

same "gift of the Holy Ghost" in Ac. 10:45 “at is the p 
Of the Holy Ghost Therefore^ if Ac. ,^38 » JPPl“f /^ J 

Ihfbaptlsm ol "he Holy Ghost is available today. 

ARGOMEHTJU Ac 2:39, "For the^ promise is you, and to_ your 

children, and to all that ^ are a:far^ ^ promise „, The ONLY 

Lord our God shall call. chanter two is in verse 

"nr-omise" Peter EVER mentions m Acts cnapcer cw , , 

promise Pet Qf fche Holy Ghost , h hat h poured -» ■ 

which ye now^ see and hear." What were they seeing and hearing. 



-,. 5 . 2-4 the baptism of the Holy Ghost. Peter said the 

A .11 fL' hanHsm of the Holy Ghost is unto YOU (those Jews 

promise ^he baptism o ^ was Y only for the apostles, but he 

present) e Y YOUR CHILDREN (next generation), 

Sa a ro A T L AFAR OFF (afar off in distance and time; F.F. 

and to A L L AFAR OIM ^ m as ^ Lord Qur GOD SHALL 

HIT'only one way God calls, and that is by the Gospel 
? th T-M "whereunto he called you by our gospel... If God 
is stili calling by the Gospel today <Mk. IStlS-lC), which Mr 
Lewis admits He is, then "the promise," the baptism of the y 
Ghost is available today. 

VJ' /. e 4 SUS " fi S „d id the7 e we?e a all b fille P d tiZ wlth1he 

Ghost) is that Which was spoken by the prophet Joel." 
Holy Ghost) is rna speaking about the baptism 

tfEfSf 

=5&r £=.ra 

ThlS s iS Th ry t inW^Srapostlet received the" baptism of the 
£o?v G S host I would like to know which of the apostles were 

^da^hters"' and the 

Sst^days" ^sc^fes Conditions which «t 

be established ... and all. nario^i . , thi is a prophecy 

Lewis states in "Premillennialis , P* 2 3) j aqre e. But 

Of the "church of the (Heb.^1 

are to believe a a „ THROUGHOUT the "last days?" 

CaUons" shall f lov ulto the church THROUGHOUT ^^he ^last 
days" (Mt. 28 : 19 ). therefore theconditions^o ^ (jl _ 

f acting S Dr Theod'or'e Laetsch, is "imperfect of 

progressive duration denotes ever-present “"tpouring 
generation after generation" and suggest: that 1 t rf 

take place THROUGHOUT the New era ( the Boly 

by: James Tuten Cchl^feot tense den^aH55i=P^tTl^i5nt 

f^- P actio’n continuous action <Samuel 

-1 cases of 



progress there is a starting point, for progress is movement 
onward from some point. The time of the verb is always implied 
by the context (James Watts, A Survey of Syntax in Hebrew O.T. , 
p. 58). That is, the time of the pouring out is the "last days" 
(John Lewis, "Premillenialism," p. 8). This is to be a continuous 
outpouring (Green, p. 94) throughout the "last days" (Laetsch: 
Tuten, p. 14). That is the duration of the pouring out of God's 
Spirit is the "last days." When you figure out what the "last 
days" are then you will have the duration of the baptism of 
the Holy Ghost. I asked Mr. Lewis in a letter, "What are the 
'last days' (Acts 2:17)?" He answered, "The period between 



The first coming which ended at the Ascension is marked by the 
ft 1 and the arrow . pointing up. The second coming is marked by 
the #2 and the arrow pointing down. The area between the arrows 
is the "last days," the "period between Christ's two comings." 
When the "last days" begin, that's when the pouring begins, 

when the "last days" cease, that's when the pouring ceases. 

The "last days" cease at the Second Coming, therefore, the 
pouring out i.e. the baptism of the Holy Ghost ceases at the 

Second Coming! Thank you Mr. Lewis for affirming my proposition! 

ARGUMENT ft 6 1 Co. 12:8-18, Paul compares the spiritual gifts 

to the parts of the body (hand, foot, eye, ear). Each part of 
the body serves a function (1 Co. 12:15-18). Ro. 12:4, "For 
as we have many members in one body, and all members have not 
the same function." Ro. 12:5, "So we, being many, are one body 
in Christ, and every one members one of another." Paul then 

goes on to mention some of the functions in the body (Ro. 

12 :6-8), "...whether prophecy. ..or ministry... or he that 
teacheth...or he that exhorteth...he that giveth...he that 
ruleth...he that sheweth mercy..." 1 Co. 12:18, "But now hath 
God set the members every one of them in the body..." 1 Co. 

12:28, "And God hath set some in the church, first apostles, 
secondarily prophets, thirdly teachers, after that miracles, 
then gifts of healings, helps, governments, diversities of 
tongues." These are the members of the body (the church). Mr. 
Lewis takes the spiritual gifts out of the church (the body) 

and therefore amputates the vital organs of the body of Christ. 
Mr. Lewis wants us to believe in a weird paralytic body of Christ 
without feet, hands, ears, & eyes. And Mr. Lewis's whole argument 
that the spiritual gifts are no longer in the church is like 



the picture to the right doesn't have a leg to stand on (chart 

# 2 ). 


LORD*S 
DODV 




argument 


ye come 
for the 
Christ: 
the end, 
in the day 
The word "gift" 
which refers 
Paul speaking to 


"So that 
waiting 


_J_7 1 Co. 1:7-8, 

behind in no gift; 

coining of our Lord Jesus 
who shall confirm you unto 
that ye may be blameless 
of our Lord Jesus Christ. 

in Greek is "charisma" 
to spiritual gifts, 
"them that in every 
the name of Jesus 



place call upon 

Christ" (1 Co. 1:3) said to come 

behind in no spiritual gift waiting 
for the COMING OF OUR LORD JESUS 
CHRIST; not the completed Bi e, 
the full revelation of God, but 

of Christ. That is how long 

to come behind in no spiritual 

the coming of the Lord. 
__ j unto the end 

further 


the 

11 reveidtxun - 

• ml- _ X. 4 V~> ru.7 ' 

coming 
we are 
gifts, until 
"Who shall confirm you 

explains what Paul said 


This 


16:20 


Hb. 2:4). "Unto 


in the previous verse, 
confirm," God confirms 
wonders, & gifts of the 
the end," according to ^ 
till Christ comes again, 
at his coming ("parousia ). 
Therefore, God will confirm 
until the end comes 


"Who shall 
with signs, 
Spirit (Mk. 
Co. 


at 


15:23-24, 

.afterwards 
Then cometh 
with signs, 
the Second 


"the end" doesn t come 
they that are Christ's 
the end ("to telos ). • • 
wonders & spiritual gifts 
Coming of Christ. 

-it in "uni when that which is perfect is 

ARGUMENT #8 1 Co * . !?"• ° f -in B nart shall be done away." Thayer’s 

come, then that which is g tates that "that which is perfect" 

Greek-Enqlish Lex icon, P* , . f a ff things to be ushered 

ln t 0 by te the° n «turn ChrlsT f rom heaven." There are about five 

(5) reasons why I agree with this definition. 

„ „ . . „ when that which is perfect is 

( 1 ) 1 Co. 13:10 states, lookinq for the coming of that which 

come..." They were to ^e looking ^ looR for the COMING 

is perfect. The New Testament teac The on ly scripture 

OF JESUS CHRIST NOT the t r° to oreve they'were looking for the 

Mr. Lewis can go to, to Y P Co . 13:10; however, that 

coming of the completed Bible consider ation. To prove my 

is the scripture that xs with an equal number 

position wrong, Mr. Lewis the coming of the 

or more scriptures teaching t scriptures teaching to 

completed Bible. Here are just a FEW sc = p ^ 8;11 . , Co . 

look for the coming of Jesus c hr t ; A . cl . 3:4; 1 Th. 

1:7; 2 Co. ‘/“j If'„ P ' 6 -i ' 2 T«. 4:1; Ti. 2:13; Hb. 

4:13-18; 2 Th. 1:6-10; 1 im. °• 14 • 



9:28; 

1:7. 


5:7 ; 


1 :7 ; 


Pt. 3:10; 


3:2; 


. . „ ii (Cr "erchomai") is used over 125X of CHRIST, 

(2) The word come (Or.^ erunumci ) 

NEVER of the completed Bible!! 

% „ _ n.i? "For now we see through a glass darklybut 

(3) 1 Co. 13.12, F Biblical interpretation shows 

Sa? "face E Ss to phy.lc.Xl, ^ Petson. 

?»; !?!.!»• ,7„ SeSan^aSwtLttea with . 
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LEWIS’ FIRST NEGATIVE 


I appreciate this opportunity to be a part of this written debate on this very important 
subject. Mr. Weatherly has always shown himself to be a gentleman. I intend to do the same 
in this debate. I emphatically deny Jason’s proposition that Holy Spirit baptism and the gifts 
of the Spirit are available today. Pentecostals, Mr. Weatherly included, are notorious for giv¬ 
ing us a “take my word for it” attitude in each and every debate. Yet the Scriptures indicate 
that a purpose of miracles in the Bible was to establish truth (confirm, Mk. 16.17-18, 20). 
Jesus caused a crippled man to walk so that the people would “know” that He had power on 
earth to forgive sins (Mt. 9:6). In other words, Jesus proved that His Word was truth by the 
miracle He performed. If miracles are still in the church today, then they must serve this same 
function. But the only thing we get today is testimony. We never actually witness the mira¬ 
cles, but only hear their words. Ladies and gentlemen, if Jason has what they had, he would 
do what they did back then. He would gladly confirm his word with miracles. But he will not 
and cannot do that. Why? Because he does not have what they had. Jason’s first affirmative 
consisted of basically eight arguments with several sub-points in each argument. I shall deal 
with them in the order of his presentation. 

Argument #1 

1. Rivers of Living Water: Jason says that “rivers of living water” refers to an immer¬ 
sion in the Spirit. He quotes Thayer and Liddell and Scott. But isn’t it interesting that Jason, 
an inspired man (so he claims), quotes uninspired men to attempt to prove his point? I find 
that quite interesting. Yes, John 7:37-39 includes Holy Spirit baptism but is not Holy Spirit 
baptism specifically as Jason says. Instead, Jesus is making reference to the miraculous in 
general and inspiration in particular. Notice why: Jesus said that these rivers, whatever they 
refer to, would flow out from the ones believing on Him. Holy Spirit baptism, on the other 
hand, was something which flowed into man. If Jason responds by saying that rivers of 
living water” refers to the miraculous preaching of Holy Spirit baptized men, then he admits 
that John 7:37-39 refers to inspiration and not Holy Spirit baptism itself. 

2. “Any Man”: Jason says that “any man” and “he that believeth” is not limited in any 
way. This would be true if no other passages limited it to the first century. No, “any man 
does not necessarily mean the passage is still applicable to us today. Consider this. In Leviti¬ 
cus 1:2-4 the Scriptures say, “if any man of you bring a burnt offering.... it shall be accepted 
for him to make atonement.” Jason, what if someone began preaching that we should offer 
burnt offerings today since it says “any man”? You would inform this person that “any man” 
was limited and that the rest of the context of the Bible indicates that burnt offerings have 
ceased. So it’s not your job to show where the text says “any man.” Instead you must show 
that the rest of the context of the New Testament does not limit this passage. 

Argument #2 

Jesus said, “Verily, verily I say unto thee, Except a man be bom of water and of the 
Spirit, he cannot enter into the kingdom of God.” (Jn. 3:5). Jason and I both agree that 
“water” refers to water baptism. But Jason believes “Spirit” refers to Holy Spirit baptism. 
Jason said, “Jesus said two elements are essential.” No, Jesus did not say “elements” at all. 




Jason mentioned “two elements” at least three different times in this argument. But he fails to 
understand that two elements means two baptisms. If I dipped a penny in a glass of milk and 
then dipped it in a glass of water, how many baptisms has that penny undergone? It has 
undergone two baptisms. But the Bible says that there is only “one baptism.” (Eph. 4:4-5). 
So John 3:5 cannot mean “Holy Spirit baptism.” If it does then Jason makes the Bible contra¬ 
dict itself. Since there is only one baptism today, and since both of us agree that water baptism 
is binding today, it must be the case that the only baptism binding today is water baptism. To 
be bom of the Spirit means this: Jesus said the Spirit would convict the world of sin (Jn. 
16:7-8). Yet on the day of Pentecost, how were the Jews convicted of sin? (Ac. 2:37). The 
conviction came through the preaching of the Word. They were bom of the Spirit through the 
instrumentality of the Word of God (see Eph. 6:17; 1 Pet. 1:23). Therefore, to be bom of the 
Spirit means to be bom of the Spirit through the instrumentality of the Word of God. 

Titus 3:5-6 does no damage to my position. That which is poured out is not the Holy 
Spirit Himself. Instead, the “renewing” is that which is poured out. How is one “renewed” 
or “bom again” today? We are renewed by the Spirit through the instrumentality of God’s 
Word (Eph. 6:17; 1 Pet. 1:23). We have an exact parallel of Titus 3:5-6 in Ephesians 5:26. 
The only difference is that instead of water and Spirit (Tit. 3:5-6) we have water and the Word. 
This shows that the Spirit works by means of his Word in regard to salvation. In reference to 
Jason’s comment on Acts 2:33,1 will make mention of it in one of the arguments following. 

Argument #3 

Jason thinks that if he can prove that Cornelius was baptized with the Spirit that he will 
have proven Spirit baptism for us today. It matters not whether they received it back then! 
What matters is whether we can receive it today. In your next affirmative present us with a 
valid syllogism in reference to Cornelius’ reception of the Spirit which reaches the conclusion, 
“Therefore Holy Spirit baptism is for us today.” You may be able to get away with a sloppy 
syllogism in the presence of your brethren, but it won’t work with my brethren. We under¬ 
stand what a valid argument is. Jason could prove that a million people were baptized with 
the Spirit in the book of Acts but that wouldn’t prove that we can receive it today. Why? 
Because by the time Eph. 4:4-5 was written Paul said there is one baptism. Sometime 
between Ac. 2 and Eph. 4 Holy Spirit baptism ceased. It is no longer for us today! 

1. “Like Gift”: Concerning the word “like” I have no problem with the definitions 
from lexicons. But then goes further and'appeals to their comments as authority. He knows 
better than to treat comments as authority! If he does not consider them authority let him say 
so in his next affirmative. The word “like” in 11:17 means “equal” —nothing more, nothing 
less. “Equal” does not necessarily mean that they are one in the same thmg. Jason Weatherly 
may be “equal” to John Scheel. But it does not follow that Jason Weatherly is John Scheel or 
that they are one in the same being. If I say, “Jason is equal to John Scheel” I mean that they 
have certain characteristics which are the same. Peter said the Gentiles received an “equal/ 
like gift.” This means they received a gift with some of the same characteristics as that of the 
apostles. What were the common characteristics between Acts 2 and Acts 10-11? Only that 
both of them came directly from heaven. This is the very thing Peter discusses in 11:15! 

2. “Poured”: That the Spirit was “poured” on the Gentiles (Ac. 10:45) does not prove 




that Cornelius received Holy Spirit baptism. The pouring of the Spirit refers to Joel s 
prophecy in general, not Holy Spirit baptism exclusively (Ac. 2:17ff). We shall demonstrate 
this when we come to argument #5. 

Argument #4 

Peter promised the “gift of the Holy Spirit” to “you, and to your children, and all that 
are afar off, even as many as the Lord our God shall call. We both agree that the gift of the 
Holy Spirit” was miraculous. But the Bible plainly teaches that this was limited to the first 

century. 

1. The promise: Jason says the promise refers to that found in Acts 2:33. That’s right! 
But the promise Peter mentions is Joel’s prophecy, which refers to the miraculous outpouring 
m general, but not Holy Spirit baptism specifically. All Holy Spirit baptism was mcluded m 
Joel’s prophecy, but Joel’s prophecy was not exclusively Holy Spirit baptism. It’s like saying, 
“All oranges are fruit, but not all fruit are oranges.” Joel’s prophecy mcluded all the miracu¬ 
lous of the early church. Holy Spirit baptism was one part of that prophecy given exclusively 
to the apostles (Ac. 1:2-5). The people were not seemg and hearing Holy Spirit baptism itself. 
What they saw and heard was the tongue speaking of the apostles (Ac. 2.12-17). 

2. AH that are afar off: Jason the inspired preacher quotes F.F. Bruce, the uninspired 
commentator for proof that “afar oft” refers to those distant m tune (future generations). Yet 
a quick check of Eph. 2:13,17 will show that afar off simply refers to the Gentiles. Jason 
accepts Thayer’s comments as authoritative. Yet Thayer says that afar off refers to the Gen¬ 
tiles (#3112). Therefore, “you and your children” means the Jews; “all that are afar oft” means 
the Gentiles. This only means that the promise was without regard to nationality. 

3. As many as the Lord our God shall call: Does this refer to the gospel call as 
Weatherly says? That’s what he wants us to believe. Yet the Greek word for “call” m this 
passage is never the word used for the gospel call! In 2 Thessalomans 2:14, Acts 2:21 and 
Acts 22:16 this word is not used! Why? Because Acts 2:39 does n of refer to the gospel call! 
God called certain individuals in the first century to confirm the inspned Word. If Jason can, 
please give us just one passage where the word for “call in Acts 2.39 is EVER used in refer¬ 
ence to the gospel call. 

Argument #5 

1. Acts 1:5: Jason quotes Acts 1:5 but fails to notice that this was limited to only the 
apostles.* Jesus was with the apostles (Ac. 1:2). Jesus then said, “For John truly baptized with 
water but ye shall be baptized with the Holy Spirit not many days hence.” (Ac. 1:5). The “ye” 
grammatically refers to the apostles alone. The apostles were the only ones to leceive Holy 
Spirit baptism. 

2. Acts 2:12,16: When the people said “what meaneth this,” they had reference to the 
tongue speaking. The people heard the apostles speak with tongues (2.11) and said, What 
meaneth this (i.e. “what does this tongue speaking mean?”). Therefore, when Peter said, 
“This is that...” he had reference to the tongue speaking which the people heard, not Holy 
Spirit baptism specifically. And even if “this” refers to Holy Spirit baptism, how does this 
prove that the immersion in the Spirit is for us today? Even if I believed that daughters 



received Holy Spirit baptism, how, pray tell me, would this prove that the same is available 
today? Jason needs to stop arguing that certain people received it back then and start arguing 

that bant ism in the Spirit is available for us today! 

3 Sons and daughters: Both Jason and I agree that Joel’s prophecy was not com- 

nletelv fulfilled m Acts 2, So why did there have to be women who received Hdy Spirit 
baptism in Acts 2? Acts 2 makes it clear that only the apostles received Holy Spirit baptism. 
Peter stood up with the “eleven” (2:14) not the one hundred andtwenty. The people were 
amazed at the “Galilaeans ” The apostles were all from Galilee. This certainly warm true:o 
the one hundred and twenty. The people cned out to “Peter and the rest of he aposdes 2.37 
not the great multitude that Jason imagines. They continued in the apostles doctrine (2. ) 

not Pentecostal doctrine. . ...... r; H „ 

4 Last days: Jason thinks this is his sugar stick argument when m reality itis as bitter 
as can bei Jason imagines that he has an awesome argument from Isaiah 2:2 The church 
would be established m the last days. So? As we shall see m just a moment, the context not 
syntax of each passage must determine how it is used. Further, Joel says m his prophecy 
concerning the last days that the last days would be a period when God would cause the sun 
“be darkened and the moon to be turned mto blood. (Ac. 2:17-21). Jason, is that something 
which happens throughout all the last days? Is tlus happening even as we debate. Answer 

your own in fhe Hebrew: Jason says “pour” is the “imperfect of progressive 

duration” and that this means the pouring would occur throughout all the generations. This 
,“.oThe received from a commentary by Theodore Laetsch. He said m a letter to me 
that Laetsch is “the most authoritative Hebrew scholar.” Is that true, Jason. Please explain 
me why I have not been able to locate this man in any of the bibliographies of Hebrew gram 
marr « Laetsch is not a Hebrew authority at all. He ,s only a co—tor. James 
Noealski Assistant Professor of Old Testament Interpretation said, ‘ Theodore Laetsch is not 
a nLe with which I am readily familiar...” Look at Jason’s argument carefully. It iscentered 
around the credibility of Laetsch as a Hebrew scholar. Yet he is not widely known to even be 

a Hebrew schoteg^ment revolves arount ] “ p0 ur” modifying “last days.” Notice what Jason 

said m our oral debate we had in December of 1995: “Now the word pour, I will pour out my 
Snint is imperfect of progressive duration. What that simply means is the last days is the 
duration of the pouring ” (1st speech, his affirmative). So Jason’s whole argument ,s based 
unon the Hebrew word “pour” modifying “last days.” But strangely enough the phrase last 
days" is not even in the Hebrew of Joel 2:28! Jason, please tell us how a Hebrew word can 
modify “last days” when “last days” isn’t even m Joel 2:28. We will wait patiently on this one. 
SfrihXtTat”ast days” is found in Acts 2:17. Yes, but Acts 2:17 is written, in Greek 
And “will pour” m the Greek language is in the future tense. And he knows good and we 
that the future tense m Greek doesn’t refer to continuous action. Jason, how dare you say that 

“nour” grammatically modifies “last days” m the Hebrew language. 

P Further the tense of a Hebrew verb does not tell you how long the action is to continue. 

Listen again to James Nogalski: “.... 

The syntax does not specify precisely how long the verb will occur. (emphasis mine). Do 





you see? The Hebrew verb itself does not tell us whether it is continuous action or not. This 
can only be determined by interpretation not the syntax of the verb itself! Even his own 
quotation says that it is “implied by the context.” Aha! It is a matter of interpretation not the 
structure of the verb itself. Therefore, Jason can not prove from syntax alone, as he so desper¬ 
ately wants to do, how long the pouring would occur. His chart, therefore, is unsound. 

Argument #6 

Jason said, “Mr. Lewis takes the spiritual gifts out of the church (the body) and there¬ 
fore amputates the vital organs of the body of Christ.” (his chart). This is an affirmative argu¬ 
ment? Friends, I have not removed the gifts from the body of Chnst. The gifts are still in the 
church. But this doesn’t mean they are still being performed today. The death, burial, and 
resurrection is still in the church. But Jason knows that the death, bunal and resurrection is 
not occurring today. 

Argument #7 

1. The Coming of the Lord: In 1 Corinthians 1:7 Paul told the Corinthians to come 
behind in no gift, waiting for the coming of Christ. I have never said that “waiting for the 
coming of our Lord Jesus Christ” refers to the completed Bible. Yes, it refers to the second 
coming. But this passage only teaches that the Corinthians, like every other generation, were 
waiting for the coming of Christ. Christ could have come in the first century at which time 
there would have been gifts. He could come today, tomorrow or anytime in the future at which 
time there would not be gifts in the church. Question, Jason: If Paul would have said, “Take 
up a collection for the church at Jerusalem, waiting for the coming of our Lord Jesus Christ” 
would you interpret that to mean that the taking up of a collection for Jerusalem would last 
until the coming of Christ? What Jason still needs to do is find a passage which says gifts will 
be in the church until the second coming of Christ. 

2. Unto the end: Unto the end (1 :8) does not necessarily mean that God would con¬ 
firm them unto the end of time. “Unto the end” in this text is used quantitatively instead of 
temporally. Paul is telling the Corinthians that God would confirm them “fully” according to 
the Theological Dictionary of the New Testament (8:55-56). This is the same idea found in 2 
Cor. 1:13-14. The Corinthians had acknowledged Paul in part; he hoped they would acknowl¬ 
edge him “fully.” 

3. Telos: Jason wants to pretend that telos (“end,” 1:8) is only used in reference to the 
second coming of Christ. Actually, telos is used in MANY different ways throughout the 
New Testament. In Romans 10:4 Paul said, “For Christ is the end of the law.” Like the pas¬ 
sage before us, “end” is from telos. Yet that’s not used in reference to the second coming! 
Telos is not always used of the second coming. Therefore, to jump to the conclusion that it 
means “second coming” as Jason says is, to be quite honest, irresponsible exegesis. 

Argument #8 

1. Looking for the Completed Bible: Jason says, “To prove my position wrong, Mr. 
Lewis must come up with an equal number or more scriptures teaching to look for the coming 
of the completed Bible.” By what rule of Biblical hermeneutics did you come up with this, 
Jason? I thought only one Scripture was enough to prove a point! In the first place, 1 
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QUESTIONS FOR JASON WEATHERLY (1ST NEGATIVE) 

**On a '' questions below, check the boxes if they are true; leave them blank if they 
are false. y 
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5. Please check the following things which occur throughout all the last days: 

food pours out of His Spirit upon all flesh 

! Sons and daughters prophecy 
/ 

r Young men see visions, old men dream dreams 
n God shows wonders in heaven 


□ God shows signs in the earth beneath (blood, fire, vapour, smoke) 
D The sun is turned into darkness 
D The moon is turned to blood 
^Whoever calls on the name of the Lord shall be saved 
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Ghost. Next Mr. Lewis, in a desperate attempt, throws up a smoke 
screen concerning "any man." No, Mr. Lewis "any man" in Lev. 
1:2-4 is not limited. This does not mean however that we can 
offer burnt offerings, because the Law has been nailed to the 
cross (Col. 2:14). Mr. Lewis did not even attempt to deal with 
my arguments. "He that believeth" in John 7 is the same "he 
that believeth" in Mark 16:16. The baptism of the Holy Ghost 
is available today or there are no believers today. 

ARGUMENT #2 - Mr. Lewis tries to refute my arguments on John 
3:5 by making an illustration about dipping a penny. This 
argument is not sound. Take Mr. Lewis's illustration and apply 
it to John 3:5 and you would have two new births: one in water 
and one in the Spirit. Mr. Lewis states that John 3:5 cannot 
mean "Holy Spirit Baptism" because Eph. 4:5 states there is 
"one baptism." I want you to notice Eph. 4:5, "One Lord, one 
faith, one baptism." Does the word "baptism" in Eph. 4:5 cover 
every meaning of the word "baptism"? Notice the following 
baptisms mentioned in the NT: washing/bath (Mk. 7:3-4); Holy 
Spirit baptism (Ac. 1:5); baptism of fire (Mt. 3:11); martyrdom 
(Mk. 10:38); water baptism (Ac. 2:38). Now, if the word "baptism" 
covers every meaning of the word "baptism" as Mr. Lewis believes 
("the only baptism binding on us today is water baptism"), then 
notice: there would be no more taking baths today ("baptism" 
was the word they used for taking a bath); there would be no 
more martyrdom today (Mk. 10:38); there would be no damnation 
today ("church of Christ" doctrine on baptism of fire). Notice 
that, Mr. Lewis's position on "one baptism" causes him to believe 
that there is no longer a baptism of fire (damnation). No 
damnation Mr. Lewis? You've gone from preaching like a Missionary 
Baptist to preaching like a Jehovah's Witness! The "one baptism" 
is the one new birth in water and the Spirit (John 3:5). Mr. 
Lewis did not even look at what I said about Tit. 3:5-6. It 
IS the Holy Ghost that is poured out on us, and every time in 
the NT the Holy Ghost is poured out it refers to the baptism 
of the Holy Ghost (Ac. 2:17, 33; 10:44). Eph. 5:26 does not 

mean what Mr. Lewis thinks it means. The word "word" in Eph. 
5:26 is "rhema" (spoken word) not "logos" (written word). Many 
scholars view this as being the name of Jesus invoked over one 
who is baptized (Ac. 22:16). 

ARGUMENT #3 - Mr. Lewis wants "valid" syllogism. I gave you "valid 
syllogism" in my first affirmative! Mr. Lewis states he has 
"no problem with the definitions from the lexicons" concerning 
"like gift." Mr. Lewis states that what I have quoted from the 
lexicons is simply there commentary. Basically this is only 
argument he can come up with. NOTE TO THE READERS : notice that 
when I quote a lexicon that proves Mr. Lewis's doctrine wrong, 
Mr. Lewis will state that I am simply quoting their opinion. 
In our oral debate in Lone Grove, Mr. Lewis purposely quoted 
the wrong definition from BAG. I exposed him of this deceit 
and quoted the right definition. He then stated that what I 
quoted was merely their opinion. When Mr. Lewis quotes the wrong 
definition it is "authority," when I quote the right definition 



it is "opinion." Mr. Lewis's illustration, '’Jason is ^equar 

to John scheel," a~ B "ot jP«allel to Ac. ^ ^ ^ 

you an illustration one their gift. Mr. Lewis opens 

Wiggins each a gift. I mai polka-dotted tie. Mr. Lewis 

his gift and it is a red & w ^ Jason bought me a red 

calls Stephen up and says, sayS/ - Hey , he gave me the 

& white polka-dotted tie. rP adinci this debate can guess what 
SAME GIFT!- HOW many P eo ft? 4 5 ". .because that on the Gentiles 
Stephen's gift was. Ac. - • Qf the Holy G host." What was 

ALSO was poured out th g DreV i 0 usly poured out on the 

poured out on the Gen 1 jews 9 The baptism of the Holy 

jews. What was poured out ° f the H oly Ghost is called 

Ghost (Ac. 1:5; 2: 3 3). The baptism o^c^ ^ _ 2;38 says , 

the "gift of the Holy of you in the name of Jesus 

"Repent, and be baptiz nd ye shall receive the gift 

Christ for the remission of si Stated in our oral debate that 
of the Holy Ghost. Mr • Le therefore the gift of the Holy 

Host iWCi™ o/th/noly Ghost is available tohay. 

4 - 4 -cc that "the promise" of Ac. 2:33 
ARGUMENT #4- Mr. Lewis states r ^, Ppher sa id "the promise 
sTsT-IT-jB-el's prophecy NO it is this whic h ye NOW see 

of the Holy Ghost, he hath and hearing was the speaking 

and hear." What they were s ee mg and he g ^ j asked Mr . 

in tongues of Ac. 2:4 as Mr Le tweive apostles receive 

Lewis in a letter #39 ^he n ?i Scrip ture)" He states, 

the baptism m the Hol Y Gho * on t he horns of a dilemma, he 

"Ac. 2:1-4." Mr. Lewis is '> J <3 baptism of the Holy Ghost, 

knows what they were s ® el ,P^ WaS and t o your children, and to ALL 
And Peter said it is Y r "afar off" refers to the 

afar off.” Mr. Lewis states tha fche Holy Ghos t is to 

Gentiles, if it a ° e = today. • Lewis stateS thS ,“?f 

all GENTILES, including those Y as in 2 Th. 2:14 or Ac. 2:21. 

"call" is not the same word call as^ q£ Ac . 2;39 C ome 

However notice that Ac. • 2 -32 Therefore if Ac. 2:21 is e 
from the same prophecy-Joel 2.32 x cali . Also, Kittel s 

Gospel call, then Ac 2:39 is the Gosp 2;39? LXX influ ence 

TDNT, V. 3, p. 501 states In Ve 2 r ;32f and it is PLAIN that 

is proved by the quoti g ^innhicance of 'kaleo'." That is 
1 proskeleomai 1 has h f 8 "anf “TlTeV 0 in 2 Th.‘ 2 :14 have 

^ ^ I'^ieance^^-^fel^toThe sate thinq - the Gospel 

C ^mg*J2.- nr. hewis states that Gesus ^ speahinq only ^ 

realize Jesus was JticeAc. 1:4 states, "And, being 

with them" (Lk. 24 :33) Notlce ,, In the Greek this states, 
assembled together with them..eating with? According 
"eating together with th 6 " 1 - leven an d them that were with them, 

to Lk. 24:33-43, it was the eleven s of my Father upon 

“u fthe US ele a vin' a“' wlth^then,, . . 5' (Lk. 24:4 9 >. Mr. Lewrs s 




comments about "this is that" referring to the speaking in 
tongues proves my proposition, for as stated before, Mr. Lewis 
admits that Ac. 2:4 is the baptism of the Holy Ghost. And Peter's 
answer, "This is that" specifically refers to Ac. 2:4. The idea 
of daughters being mentioned in Joel's prophecy totally destroys 
Mr. Lewis's argument that the baptism of the Holy Ghost was 
just for the apostles; which apostles were daughters, Mr. Lewis? 
Concerning Mr. Lewis's commentary concerning Ac. 2; Ac. 2:9- 
11 list about 15 languages or localities; vs. 5-6 imply that 
an even greater number of languages were being spoken. This 
would be impossible if only the twelve were speaking in tongues. 
Concerning Is. 2:2, Mr. Lewis did not even look at the argument. 
Do all nations flow unto the church sometime in the "last days" 
or THROUGHOUT the "last days"? Concerning the sun being darkened 
and the moon turned to blood, Mr. Lewis you just brought the 
rope to your own hanging! The word "and" in Jl. 2:30-31 in Hebrew 
is called a "waw-consecutive." According to Brown-Driver-Briggs, 
p. 254, when "waw-consecutives" follow expressions of time (as 
in Jl. 2:28-29) it should be translated "then." "Then" means, 
"immediately after, next." That is, the next great event after 
the outpouring of the Spirit of God, the baptism of the Holy 
Ghost, is the sign of the day of the Lord, which according to 
2 Pt. 3:10 & Mt. 24 :29-31 is the second coming of Jesus Christ. 

Mr. Lewis states that I said that "pour" is "imperfect of 
progressive duration." I did not say this, Dr. Laetsch said 
it ( Commentary on the Minor Prophets , p. 128). What Dr. Laetsch 
said is not mere "commentary" it is a fact of the Hebrew grammar. 
Mr. Lewis has had two. or three months to prepare for this 
argument, and this is the best he can do? What a joke! Mr. Lewis 
ask how can "pour" modify "last days" when "last days" is not 
in Jl. 2:28? Notice carefully Jl. 2:29, "And also upon the 
servants and upon the handmaids IN THOSE DAYS will I pour out 
my spirit." What days are "those days? Peter identifies "those 
days" and "afterward" as the "last days." Mr. Lewis states, 
"The Hebrew verb itself does not tell us whether it is continuous 
action or not." Mr. Lewis did you not read what I wrote??!! 
"The imperfect tense denotes incomplete action, repeated action, 
CONTINUOUS ACTION" (Samuel Green, Handbook to Old Testament 
Hebrew , pp. 93-94 ). And that is a GRAMMAR BOOK NOT A COMMENTARY! 
Therefore I have proved BOTH by the context and the syntax that 
the pouring is continuous throughout the last days. 

ARGUMENT #6 - I made this same argument as a negative argument 
in our oral debate and you referred to it as an affirmative 
argument. Now I use it as an affirmative argument and you 
question whether it is an affirmative argument. Make up your 
mind John! Mr. Lewis admits, "The gifts are still in the church." 
Mr. Lewis you have just denied the proposition you have signed 
to affirm! "RESOLVED, the Scriptures teach that the baptism 
in the Holy Spirit and the gifts of the Spirit have ceased and 
are NO LONGER IN THE CHURCH TODAY . " Make up your mind John! 
Are they or are they not IN THE CHURCH. You can't have it both 
ways! Your parallel of the death, burial, & resurrection is 
not valid. The d, b, & r of Christ has NEVER literally been 




.. -i _ ift3 at least were. There 
in the church. You ad.it spiritual gif 

is no parallel. parallel to 1 

“ • o^ihat ”^5 *£"Ld n 

Co ‘ ^ * i m waiting for bhe comin 9 , keep taking up a 

in Jerusalem, wa y . Jerusalem are to^ p „ Mr Lewis 

This would mean those ^ "auto the end^Mr^ 

collection until "used quantitatively • the New 

states this is to Theological Dictionary ^f feting 

temporally..-accord £allen into the sam^ q n t e x t must 

Testament... mTiNT v . 8 , P • 86, , . t pmnorally or 

the scholars agai - xr > r essions are to be taken tempo 

decide whether Mr . Lewis and the aU both are wrong, 

quantitatively. mean 'fully / . "TEMPORAL , ..... 

in TDNT take 1 Co.J^- & Gin grich Q f , until- 

Notice, unto , the end of a perio "end" Bauer, 

COWUNCTION-I. toJe-Ut ^ £ Co. 1 :8.' ^o ^ ^ ^ 

XI. of time-., .until >. to the end, to tne i parousia 

Arndt & ^ ngr e 1 r C e h / too it means to the end = un God will confirm 

2 Co. 1:13 "(emphasis mine). That , the par0 usia . Maybe 

rather lefts' unto the end i.e. until ^ pa about 

withspiritual gifts u apologize for his 

Mr . Lewis would li^e^ 

"irresponsible exegesi Qn \y take one 

#8 (1) Mr. Lewis stated i Lewis ■’where was Your 

A RGUMENT _ #8- t ) position wrong. Mr. L is COME.•■ 

prove *U OS t men that which IS perfect is k ^ 

one Scripture? Paul s f\ ' was coming, wouldn t to come. 

?f I told you a ome t ^at ng thIt aS which is perfect was go^ng - s 

coming? Paul were looking for the co ™ ig for a time when 

Therefore, they believe they were look^ g^ speech) . That 

perfect. Mo, — completed Bible (se , etely revealed will 

they would have a compi fer to the completely x 12: 2). 

*foh is P«fect doe^ 5 Knew the complete will “t^fpla"of God" 
of God. They air y contents of the . 1oq t s m does not 

Paul “« he ^a7.r, 104). W «• ““f S ?U tS and compare 
(Ac. 20 :27, T ^ , Take Mr. Lewis s y argument he 

answer the «|ument Tah. ^ ^ Lewis by the ^ 

it to 1 Co. U.IO. wh ich is perfect cam wants 

13 trY i n h 9 t t0 do m e a sn''t mate any sense John O) £n my ha nd! 

came. That foes 00 kinq glass is. It s , r g h perfect law, he 
to know where my when 9 a man l° oks int S figura tive" language, 
James 1 :22-25 s y irror . This is not y d to do is fi nd 

is looking into " what Mr. Lewis d does not 

but "spiritual lungh^g^ to face” is figurative an ^ 

one instance wher t hvsica lly in person. Mr- talked with 

mean to see e/s to Dt. 5:4-5 where the Lor^ . ^ Lor a 

to do this! He re^ ye ^ Mr _ Lewis this Moses also saw 

them face to t he fire, a lite cloud, a literal, 

God ■ 33:9,. h ConcarDth| ^ 

-aid it wafcod - Peniel means "face 

the issue (airnuuy 



of God."). The issue is that he saw the man physically in^ person. 
And when "that which is perfect is come" we will see face to 
face." Who will we see "physically in person ? 1 Jn. 3:2, 
"Beloved, now are we the sons of God and it doth not yet appear 
what we shall be, but we know that when he shall appear, we 

shall be like him for we shall see him even as he is. By the 
way, Mr. Lewis your comment about "face to face" taking place 
on earth doesn't make sense. Where do you think Jesus Christ 
is going to return to? Mars? 

(4) Paul expected to be present when that which is perfect is 

come. Paul said, "...now I (personal pronoun, not like we 
in 1 Th. 4:17) know in part; but then shall I know even as also 

I am known." Paul died twenty years before the NT was completed 
in writing. But Paul will be present at the second coming for 

the dead in Christ shall rise first (1 Th. 4:16). Paul said 

when the perfect comes, he would know even as he is fully known. 

Fully known by who? By man? No! Paul knew more about himself 
than any man. The allusion is to knowing fully, even as we are 
fully known by God. This can only take place at the second coming 
when we shall be like him (1 Jn. 3:2). 

(5) Complete Scriptures do not do away with the spiritual givts 

Ja. 1:25, James had the "perfect (complete) law of liberty. 
No, James did not have a completed Bible, but what he had, he 
thought was perfect or complete. Obviously, James wasn t^waiting 
around for a complete law to come. And even with the perfect 
law" James still had the spiritual gifts (Ja. 5:14). 2 Tm. 3:15- 
17, Timothy had holy scriptures, which are able to make thee 
wise unto salvation that the man of God may be perfect, 
thoroughly furnished unto all good works. But Timothy still 
had the spiritual gifts (1 Tm. 4:14; 2 Tm. 1:6). Paul didn t 

say, "One day Timothy, we'll have a completed Bible, so that 
someday we'll be able to be wise unto salvation, thoroughly 
furnished unto every good work." Timothy could be thoroughly 
furnished THEN, BUT STILL HAD THE SPIRITUAL GIFTS 11 At the second 
coining we'll no longer need the gifts: we'll no longer have 
a "word" of knowledge for we shall know even as we are fully 
known (1 Co. 13:12). We'll no longer need healing for there 
will be no more sickness (Rv. 21:4). There'll be no more prophecy 
because all prophecies will be fulfilled (Ac. 3:21). There 11 
be no need to discern spirits for all demons will be cast in 
hell (Rv. 20:10). We’ll no longer have diversities of tongues 
& interpretation for there will be no more curse and we will 
all speak one language (Rv. 22:3). We will no longer see through 
a glass darkly for we shall see His face (Rv. 22:4). 

I have commented on every rebuttal Mr. Lewis has offered and 
given two more affirmative arguments. I invite the reader to 
examine each argument thoroughly. 






LEWIS’ SECOND NEGATIVE 

1 ^ delighted «o presen, ,o you a second negate m defense of 
Christ. Mr. Weatherly begins in a classic Pentecosa e o ^ j re f u se to see a miracle, 
get him to demonstrate his co-called miracu cm P . | k th were done m the first 

How can I refuse to see one when you won t do nmaebs l*e they w ^ ^ ^ ^ 

century? hr the Bible they did miracles in t e [““ene d believe they can be done 
Jason will never do one in front of me or anymte else "sn t ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ 

r^Tven^ 

L he couldn't have "practically peeled ou, 

of the parking lot” in his old worn out Victona. debaters have been 

‘‘Birds of a feather flock together. give is “thou shalt 

flocking together for years! And fee only c ue xhe temptation of Jesus by the devil 

not tempt the Lord thy God ” and ‘get be un me . to do something sinful, 

is not parallel to what I’m asking Jason to da p " ”b e performed today. 

I’m asking Jason to do something goo p i preached and debated is 

He says Paul debated. 1 agree with d at + But the J ^ oral debate and m my 

summed up in Mark 16:20. I made re P about lt Mark 16:20 plainly tells us that 

first negative of this debate et e as following. The preaching and miracles 

Argument #1 

BtdJasonoffer anymore 

on John 7:37-39? He drd not The Ws word 0 „ anything, 

he only quotes these fe,lo 'f ec ^"“ fi d secoIld affirmative. You will see that almost 
Give me a break, Jason. Look at his scholar. We have an inspired man 

every argument he makes is base on^ op^ ^ ^ like Pau l and not come m word 

(so he says) quotmg uninspired men. y Cor J 2 . 4 . j T hess. 1:5)? 
only but in demonstration of the Spirit o ( ^ { t lim i te d” and then turns 

In reference to “any man" m Levrhcu T2-4 he says^^ ^ ^ He admits ** 

'by 1 Ties, of tLTontex, of the Bible. In the same way. “any man” 
mLlm 7:37-39 is limited by the rest of the context mrihe Bi e^ „ m Malk , 6;16 

He says, “He that provmg. Up fill now you 

haveIrot^cmeto. S fje^ays Ihave not proven^that^Jo^i^TT?-39 is not^H^y^Spu^b^i^rn^ 

the argUmen ‘ S ^ make 

Argument #2 


Jesus said. 


‘Verily, venly I say unto thee. Except a m^ be bom of water and of fire 




11 - a ^fTnrl ” fin 3-5Y Jason still insists that “Spirit” has 
Spirit, he cannot enter into the kingdom ■ . ke Holy Spirit baptism absolutely 

reference to Holy Sprnt baptism. TUs he| says to by md “ .TJ baptlsm ” today (Eph. 
necessary to salvation. However, I pointed out that there is y „f E ph. 4:5 

4:5). We both agree that water baptism is binding m P flle sen se of taking 

must be water baptism. Jason tries tore tet s , w n f ]re (Mt 341) But listen: The 

a bath (Mk. 7:3-4), martyrdom (Mk. 0:38) or baphsm m to Mt J save5; 

seven ones rn Ephesrans 4:4-5 are talking about^sdvatiom Jhem ^ ^ saves 

there is one faith which saves, and in the| sam^ J, ^ ^ J^ saves the soul A nd 
Yes, there are many other baptisms. fore i' ho ws that Holy Spirit baptism cannot be 

that one baptism is water baptism. Th , w ’ therlv ’ s f irs t affirmative that he believers 

essential to salvation I’ve already shown fom Weatoriy^ tot t ^ ^ ^ * one 
in two “elements.” But two dements implies W° bapti . B ^ ^ specifically deal ^ 
Notice, he made mention of my two elem<sn t, ■ through the mstru- 

it 1 made reference to what it means to be bom of *e Spirit t0 sa y 

mentality of the Word (Jn. 16:7-8 with Ac. 2:37 1 Pet. 1.23) He 

about this. Why? Perhaps because he does not have an answ ^ Jason, please exam- 

On Titus 3:5-61 said that it was tile renewmg wtach Pta» show 

Argument #3 

«.-> « r „ -i 

of a major premise, and minor premise, an affirmative Tell us which is the 

Please present a val.d syllogism in this manner in yorn 

major premise, which is the minor premise m _w ^ guch t p mg when I quote the 

lextcon^yTheX"» Ay”Z‘ never sard any such toig They are authontatrve 

with their definitions but never with the mterpretation o a pass^ s^ caS e. He 

He says my example of “equal” is not sound. Please show me why ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ 

asserts but does not prove. Weatherly can ^e eqiia o ^ ^ ^ way j have said or the 
same person. The truth of the matter is a equ defined it, 

*&- - - 

Argument #4 

. , r A t q.d-i «: s no f’ a reference to Joel’s prophecy. But 

E." E i,«.Ji” Si" 






, _ r . A _ r That’s easy to understand isn’t it? If A is equal to B and B is 
If A=B and B=C then A-C. That s y what say along with your contradic- 

equal to C, then A MUST be equal to . baptlsm m) Holy Spirit baptism (B) equals 

f —e! Sl pUec, (A) MOST be egual to the 

SKT- Holy Spirit (O! Vet you have s,d to , no. the oas^ ^ ^ ^ rf ^ 

, . . He T fle tr ( AcTn IsGodpouAgou, 0 fffisSpin.cn an people? Everyperson? 
Christtan'aTKi non-Christian alike? Watch hnn l™,t tins passage. It 

He says that “calf in Acts 2:39 comes font M. pr^ ^ ^ 

refers to to God calling oo^npeople ° a sp ^ ^ ^ ^ gospe , ca]1 , ason k ows fins 

Concermng call (Ac. 2.39) this is d2 '39 mean “call” but one means the gospel 

by now. Yes, both Greek words in Acts 2.21 and 2 39 mean ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ 

gospel call. I challenge Jason once agam to find it can. 

Argument #5 

. , r j t .,tp 24 33 49 I have stated in the oral debate 

1. Acts 1:5 Concermng ActS 1 ^tus gave the promise of Holy Spirit baptism, 
that there may have been others prese see this? God w ill sometimes speak 

But Jesus limited this promise ln A ff. womise with further revelation. Jason, can you 

Lwui 

of “daughters” in Joel’s prophecy has wlla ? i sal d about either of these, 

ment in his second affirmative b “‘ *dnot an ly, ^ ^ were about ,5 nationalities 

3. 15 nationalities present at Pe . that more than the twelve were speak- 

present on the day of Pentecost. H ® [t j ery possible that some of the languages of 

urg in tongues. This proves no such tta* ^^ natio nality spoke totally different 

these nationalities overlapped. Ca y P oken> how do you know that the apos- 

languages? Further, even if toe were 15 g W ^ have overlooked the passages m 
ties didn’t alternate between ^ received Holy Sprnt baptism. Peter stood 

Acts 21 mentioned which prove tha y twenty The people were amazed at the 

up with the “eleven” (2:14) not the one’himdredtmd twemy^ J^P,, ^ ^ ^ 

“Galilaeans” (2:7). The people asked Pete d h Acts 2. Please deal with 

beyond doubt that only the apostles received Holy bpm. P 

Acts 2:7,14, and 37 in your last affirm^®. e])t he made on Isaiah 2;2 1 most 

4. Isaiah 2:2. Jason says 1 didn loo ^ to refil te. I pointed out that the 

certainly did. I did not refine this because ^ ^ 

J-n says 1 brou^t fire rope to my own hanging. 



Maybe so; but you took the rope away thiTwtrd^meOTs'^then^SiTjason 

word “and” m Joel 2.30 is a wav c ° n ^ d ^hen” God turns the moon to blood and 

says that God pours out His Spirit (2.28 ) . Let > s a t that a little closer, 

darkens the sun (2:30). This he places at Jhe seco ' ask ed if grammatically the 

In private correspondence with Cohn before the action of 2:30 

action of God’ s Spirit being doe g not indicate anything about the particulars 

occurs. He responded, No. The ver • also a waw-consecutive, Jason? 

Of the ‘when.’” Further, did youknow that and m 2.32 « «j» ^ on the .. name of the 

Should it also be translated then in the se . from heaven , In 

Lord” comes after God completely poms"nsecuttfe, we can’t be saved 
other words, according to Jason’s own argument on the waw 

until after the last days are over! Bah! a series 0 f future tense verbs: (1) 1 will 

Look at the context of Acts 2.17-21. dreams; (5) Shall show won- 

pour; (2) Shall prophecy; (3) Shall.see visions ( ' of these future tense verbs is in the 

ders in heaven, ( 6 ) sun shall ^.f^nViust one of these future tense verbs grammatically 

1*—sr”'" 

Because they are all m the same context an ey ^ statement concerning “pour” is 

6 . Theodore Laetsch Jason says ^ ^ so ^ then why didn’t Jason refute 

not opinion but “a fact of Hebrew gramm • Nogalski says “the duration is a question 

James Nogalski whom I quoted in my last neg f N « verb itself does not and cannot 

ofmterpretation not syntax.” Jason’s whole argu- 

tell you whether it is never ending or t qw he is backing aW ay from this man. First 

ment is based on the authority of Laetsc holar Now he says in my question 

he said that Laetsch was the most authoritative Hebrew schol^N ^ ^ 

number one to him that it is his opinion. 8 a commen t ar y by tt usman. Yet Laetsch 

whole argument is based on a comment e oun ^ things for us in regard to Laetsch: 
is no Hebrew authority at all. Jason, I want you to do tee dungs to ^ 

( 1 ) List every Hebrew grammar and lexicon wbch lisH La^tsch^ ^ ^ ^ 

Hebrew scholar; (2) list every Hebrew grammar a ^^ documen tation for every degree that 
a contributor or m the bibhograp y, ( ) P*° , k We are anxious to see if you will 

Laetsch holds m the Hebrew language or ( Now I know why you were 

back away from Laetsch or if you will stand by your man. fp.s. 

hesitant to reveal your sugarstick!). , d - s an d gentlemen. First he said 

7. Pour modifying last days, ason is wafflmg ladies ^g . ^ ^ that 

“pour” modifies “last days in Joel 2.2 . He now says that “pour” 

“last days” is not even in the Hebrew text, e jump ^ ^ now adm it that your 

modifies “in those days.’ So what s your g ’ , W ork? Now that this has been 

Joel 2:28-29 occurs throughout all the last ays^ ]a interprets this to mean that 

incomplete action, repeated action, continuous action. Yet Jason m rp 




it refers to all of these. Not true. 'This determine which one 

repeated action OR continuous action. The context not me syni 
oTthese it is. I double dog dare you to challenge me on this. 

Argument #6 

When I say that miracles are no longer mb my foTSfonative of our oral 
no longer being practiced anymore. 1 d „ atlve ' n [hl5 debate . They are still in the 

debate and will do so again when I get to my ‘ ^ , he Blble The only point I 

church today in the sense that we have them recorded to ^ ^ don . t np it out of the 

made concerning the death, bunal an ' eSli ' '^T-iot occurring today. It matters none whether it 
body (or out of die Bible) smiply beemise tU g was m eriy church. 

Argument #7 

, i-i R t Up offers non proof that this won t work. 
Jason says my illustration is not va _ ^ j was makuig . Strangely he 

He merely offers another illustration which o y p that the Corinthians 

silently passed over what I said. I pointed out"emtion does (1 Cor. 1:7). 
lived in anticipation of the second coming just ' « h context must determine how 

Concerning the use of “unto the end (1 ulunsplre d man m an effort 

the phrase is used. But what doesdi *» n . JL e Con how can you ever prove truth by 
to prove his proposition. He pits BAG again _ ) j smC e two authoritative 

showing that one scholar's ^"s nl LTytSidation. He once again made no 
scholars disagree that 1 13-14 He also silently passed over the use of the 

"o‘s. 7Z, you must not only affirm, but you must also defend. 

Argument #8 

1. Come. Did you nonce that lason foundnowhere 
says they were to “look” for that which was to co ■ ^ dldn ’ t need it? Could the 

looking for a time when they would have ® ^ for the Word m its written form to 

church be without the Bible even to ay ' Qn John 16;13> i do not mean by this that all 

“come” to mankind? Concerning my sy g & Spirit comes so comes the 

of the Word came at once. so also came the Word of 

Word. The Spirit came (throughout the first century j. 

God. He cannot deal with this. T the complete revelation of God had 

2. AH the Divine Contents. According oJa^rn the comp^ ^ ^ paul a , ready 

so also l “s“e teouS “ 'tP «““* 8 

But this won’t work. If face to face me When you say that it refers to the Bible, you 





glass is figurative to see someone 

4. Face to face (13:12). Face to face does nor i y , He g&w an angel 

literally m person. He admitted that J aco ^ D ^eronomy 5 :4-5 he says they literally saw 
So there is one time it is not used literal y. douds His argument says that face 

God but then turns around and ^*eyonly sa f smoke IS far from physteally 

to face means to see someone physically but . , sound 1 po mt out agam 

seeing God in person. His argument from 1 Jn. • , ’ y h ld not hmg about this. 

frtat -face to face” is always — "“^ent ^ introduced by Jason 

5. Paul expected to be ahve 03..12 ).-^ tug ^ ^ ^ persona , pro . 

which said that Paul expected to be alive at the pe Thess 4; i 7 ). Did 

Christ’s second — 

pronoun, not like WT Li pronouns Therefore, if Paul 

Kof LXsLve at the second comurg then he could also speak of himself as 

P "“S ^’knowing fully.” “Know” is 

saying that God s law is perfect in the sense o c p DO rtions of God’s Word to be 

Timothy had the spiritual gifts. But friends, there w the Scriptures back then 

revealed at this time. Timothy could be thoroughly ^shed gh ft P d 

(2 Tim 3:16-17). But that’s because some portions of God s Word were yer 
Some of it at this time was written, but some of it was still m oral form. 

My Ap onnfPnts .lason Did Not T jmchpnlj^^ 

1 . Mk. 16:20; Mt. 9:6, 

2. John 7:37-39 referring to inspiration, 

3. What being bom of the Spirit means * 

4 . “Afar off’inEph. 2:13-17. 

5. Thayer’s comment on “afar off,’ 

6 Acts 2:7, 14, 37, 42, the apostles only on Pentecost. 

7. James Nogalski’s assessment of the Hebrew imperfect. 

8 The Greek future tense and “pour” (Ac. 2:17). 

9. The Corinthians lived in anticipation of the second coming (1 Cor. 

10. “Fully” used m 2 Corinthians 1:13-14. 

11 Use of Telos throughout the New Testament. . 0 s ia? 

! 2 . Did the peopleof Deuteronomy see God “face to face” the way Paul d,d m Ac. 25.16? 



THIRD AFFIRMATIVE 

Hr. Lewis, ladies * gent l-» •< *h, T,T 'of “ mI 
a privilege to come y temp tation of Jesus by the devil 

debate. John stated tha does' Notice, the devil 

doesn't parallel to what he .aid ^Le^f down, then'He is not 
implies, if Jesus does not cast Himsei ^ ' orm a mira cle, 

the Son of God. John implies, th Holy Ghost. Same argument. 

I haven't b“» #B * “ ! , lrac le S Paul S Apollos 

p«£S™eS g in thl^r debates? I guess they were sene of those 

"word only" debaters. 

ARGUMENT #1 - John still has not proven that fivers ^ living 

water" doesn’t refer to ^h p "inspiration" argument 

he totally ignored my ^ n tain’’ would be in the 

by pointing out that the ^9 proven that "any man" and 

believer (John 4:14). d to the first century. Rev. 21:6, 

"he that believeth was ... athirst of the flowing fountain 

..... I will give unto him that,!; athirst of the^ ^ s y pirit and 

of the water of life freely. * heareth say, Come. And 

the bride say, Come. And let him that^hea ^ him ^ 

let him that i= athirst come Accordlng to John, they should 
the water of life as a J 11 ’ Four more ver ses and we re 

h ave . said ' ““tain?' Either the rivers of living water are 

s???i n ava“ abS"oday’or there are no believers today. 

ARGUMENT 02 - John doesn't know ^t^ay baptism!" "phen 

"The only baptism binding baptisms " He says Eph. 4:4-6 

he says, "There are many oth e r baptisms. ^ ^ fchat? Give 

is talking about salvatio . elements do not make two 

Scripture, not your option. neW births. John says 

baptisms anymore. than they^ . nstrument ally through the Word 
"born of the Spirit- 1-23) I guess those m Ac. 2.37 

(jn. 16:7-8 w. Ac. 2 : 37, 1 Pt ' ’ „ ^ ere b orn again before they 

who were "pricked in their hear^^ q£ water „ refers to baptism 
repented & were baptized. ..„ refers to baptism in the 

in water, then born °,f . . P ("hou") is grammatical gender. 

Spirit. Titus 3:5-6, 'which i n English, only natural, 

We do not have grammatical he pQured out on U s, that is 

Hence here we should say 2*17, 33; 10:45). John s 

the baptism of the Holy , ? h ° S jL ( ‘ e / The verse says nothing 
comments on Eph. 5:26 It is the "washing of water by the 

tro„".bath,. 

ARGUM ENT / / 3- John’s still f \° ° a v e f ° ^ gav^ you two "valid 

you'll examine my first affirma ' stle l rece ived was the 

syllogisms." #1 (a) T he gi ^ The household of 

baptism of the Holy Ghost (Ac. * { 1;17) (c) Therefore 

Cornelius received the very t he * baptism of the Holy 

the household of Cornell Gentiles was previously 

Ghost. #2 (a) What was poured out on tne o 




in-45) (b) What was poured out on 

poured out on the Jews ., ( Z’tism (Ac. 2:33) (c) Therefore what 
the Jews was Holy Spirit P Holy Spirit baptism. Wha 

was poured out on the Gentiles wa Y P "gift of the Holy 

was poured out on the Gentiles= ^ ^ 8 be baptized In Jesus 

Ghost" (Ac. 10:45). Ac. 2.38 say P the Holy Ghost. J°h n 

Name and ye shall re ?? lv = J*®.,. 9 ’therefore, the gift of the 
says Ac. 2:38 is applicable to “ ay ' H ly G host is available 

Illy Ghost, i.e. the baptism °ft- h ®^i^ 1 to Ac . 11:17- The 
today. John’s illustration people being equal. It is the 

Scripture says nothing about two peop ^ , n my Ulustration. 
same gift that is being give 3 • lote BAG. X guess he i^st 

John says he didn't "purposely „ e re just "accidentally 

"accidentally" misquoted it. I gues y 
trying to deceive those people. 

ARGUMENT #4- I deny that j'the promise in general.” 

Xn the sense in which J ° hn . s prophecy is a prophecy 

I have stated over & ov ® r ghost. John has finally admitted 
of the baptism of the Holy . ' f n^g h.S. John's comments 

rLt "the promise" is the baptism of * ar off " refers to 

on "all flesh" a r e dBceiving^gg 0 £hen the promise is to "all 
the Gentiles. I said if i a re afar off. The reference 

Gentiles" because it is to_ ALL th^t ^ „ all fles h" and he 

to "ALL Gentiles had noth g doesn't come from Jl. 

ST ^ea^amSe 

aLii -ll.;_John totally ^ignored by quoting of Jl. 

2:1 ' and M ' is PLAIN « ; Ac 2:39 

significance of 'kaleo . Tha * 15 n called " in 2 Th. 2:14 - the 

g°«“-i£hes to prove Ac. 2:39 is 

the Gospel call. „ 

A RGUMENT ( 5 - - If f h h LTesus''ltf“i y thn; 1 ?c. th i e :er r e d ?he Sevin 

S :?tf^r\bK 24:33). ^ in^Ac 

were spoken in Lk. 24.49 . were "daughters if the 

still hasn't told us which apostle John's statement 

bapt. of the H.S. was ^ for tne >14 P 37 ) doesn’t prove there 
about "Peter & the apostles • • ' - -14 — 15)- John mentions 

fe 't others in the upper room (Ac. • * Those n 

"Galileans" without fully **£*££* Jesus from Galilee (Mt 
were Galileans, for tt ey nations flow unto the church 

27 :55-56). Is. 2:2 ' ° JL or "THROUGH OUT" the last days, 

"sometime" in the last y speeches, each time John has 

1 have asked this in each of. my spee he ' last days" describes 

observed the passover. . Th ®^Xut the last days. "The day of 
conditions which extend throughout tn Brown _ D river-Briggs. 

the Lord)" I’ll let f “^"nd is the Second Coming. Actually, 

2 Pt. 3:10, the day of ^he Lord is the "period between Christ s 

your statement that the la Y " the day of the Lord is 

two comings" points to the tact after the Secon d Coming 

the Second Coming. Ac. 2.1/ 





, i l follow an expression of time, 

because the verse doesnit - foil ^ P desperate attempt 

Concerning Laetsch s scholarship t^ ^ fact that John has 
to divert the reader s arqument. Please look at my 1st 

failed miserably to refute . g thority i used. Part of my 

affirm. , Laetsch is not the only aut!h« orx^ tell us if 

argument was ta ken rom the last days. I have re-examined 

"those days (Jl. 2.29) ar ... k x kno w what he is confused 

John's two negatives, and I < is in the verb "pour." 

over. I have never said the ^ impe rfect and describes. a 

I stated that the ve p -j st a ffrim. that the duration 

continuous action. I s figure out what the "last hays 

is the "last days " and once ^tion You state the "last days" 
are then you will have the duratio • „ There f 0 re the Spirit 

is the "period between Chris ^ h » per iod between Christ's 

of God is continually poured ‘°f re ^ r en understand that this is 
two comings. Even you ,, wigg i n s & Lockwood have referred 
a continuous pouring, b ° , t ? g Lewis _ Lo ckwood Debate. Green, 
to this: Wiggms-Scheel Deba ' incomplete action, AND 

p! 93 states, "The Imperfect J^on« Not ol repeated action, 
by natural extension repeated acti ; iebrew __ Tenses , which states 
He also gives a note to see „ e£ ^r w hat may be termed as 

on p. 27 that the irnper M f ' , t P that amazing! That's almost 

progressive continuance. fect of■progressive duration, 

exactly what Laetsch said, P participle form of "pour. 

"I will pour out" in Hebrew is the pa:rti^p p _ 94 under 

I have confirmed this wi t Par ticiple... expresses continuous 

"imperfect tense says, Th par P ticip i e is the form which 

action." Driver, p. 3 y have FULIi y proven both by the 

«e h ‘X“ a icnit&T.Vl - y , at l«Bt m. t»e 

you are trying! 

ARGUMENT_J6- John just doesn^t th^y^Ire’ in the 

miracles "are no longer i church, but no longer function, 

church." John says they body that has eyes, but is blm , 

He wants us to believe ig cr i pp ie; feet, but is lame. 

Concerning "re^Sng “ truth," this was not a spirituai grit. 

argument v- 1 Co. 1:7 f e m s ^ n t s m Xn th ShrIlt e returns" the^church 
of Christ's coming. It mean 1;8 John did exactly what 

is to lack no spiritual 9 lft - guo ted their opinion. Notice 

I said he would do, state tha <3 nction ." That is it refers 

the word "unto" is a temporal -J Qver 2 Co . 1:13-14 or telos, 

to time, not quantity. I dlb ;8 ANP 2 C o. 1:13 mean, "to the en , 

I referred to both. It . 'fully'." 

until the parousia, rather tha 

^ hasn't qiven us the scripture that 

ARGUMENT_#8“ (D John still hasn^ Concerning John' s comments 

said the completed Bible "Word o£ God," (Mt. 4 ■ f 

but U didn^t "have ^JhicH, perfect." Bohn still didn't tell 



«» whether or not he « no“a "'ri^re 

told him it was coming (2) John stiu nasn y D ., lohn 1 =; 

* r ."<=«?■ “ -f id t0 „2S» c.™ ofPentecSSt? 

svllogism is not valid, wotice, f rim-r-a nn+- 'that- 

:LotLh, s ?£ as 

syllogism doesn't answer the argument. John wants to knowr^if 
Paul preached the same thing after Ac !3 . Jes . 2-6. "o^^g 

bu? ?hen a face W S t £a« Er The same language is found in Nu. 12:8 

where the Lord stated that ha spoke to Moses ' face ’t-ht spoke 
not in dark sayings," (NKJV). And notice wheni the Lord ^spoke 

nr: i- 0 face" with Moses, Moses saw the for 

-id --^idn't^see^od 

an a^ge! or a 9 theoph'any, although Jacob 

mpanq "face of God." John knows that many times in the OT, wn 
God* 1 manifested Himself - ^He^s ^eferred^o .. » angel. 

Dt. 5:4-5, they sa ,, ar qument John! John admitted 

me t-h(= fire Ouit avoiding the argument ^ 

of the tire, yuir a * to face " means to see one 

"physically S in P-rson- Jton, "that ^hich _is ^rtec^ is^come^ 

ll he is .” 9 John^gain states that face to face occurs on earth 

He said I said nothing about it John did you "°th” argument 
my second affirmative? The very last sentence of this ^ eturn 

stated, "Where do you think Jesus Christisg 9 erring 

r ? s.» r ‘ T ™t ’w 1 referring 6 "know J 

Paulin' t 0t say "then^X 'll kLw fully -d' s wiU They^knew^he 

^whicWs Perfect.“what^d John 'say about this* Nothing, 
silent as a Texas oyster! John didn't touch topside , bottomsxde 
inside or outside of what I said. Paul said, Then shall J. * 
fully even as I am fully known." Fully known by whom. By man. 
In Y paul knew more about himself than any man. The allusion 
is- kno a „ U ing k f e u W lly m e^en as we are fully known by God Thrs will 
happen at the Second Coming when we will be like Him < the 
2-2) (5) Nothing John said even came close to answering tn 

argument. I have" totally destroyed the "Hammer & Tongs theology 
fhaf soiritual gifts have ceased, because the Bible makes us 
thoroughly furnished." Timothy was "thoroughly furnished THEN 
wthout 9 the completed Bible, and still had spiritual gifts <1 
Tm 4-14). John did not even touch what I said about the 
no* lonaer being needed at the Second Coming. Those things John 

list that I supposedly didn't touch, P le H ase , g ,° examine 

my second affirmative. John simply ignored what I said. 

I encourage the reader to re-examine each speech. Pay special 

attention to the things John has not referred to Reference 
to them in his final speech will be new , d this 

of the rules. I thank you for you time. Thoroughly study 

debate to see who is presenting Jruth. 




LEWIS’ THIRD NEGATIVE 

,, , that this debate has been fruitful thus far. Jason tells us that reference to any 

new material will not be introduce I ~ wtipn t rhallencre J W to perform 

in large his last affirmative was simply a rehash of is first wo Wh» I W y ^ ^ devil 

a miracle he says 1 am asking him to ° ,\mow rj “ actually perform miracles. Further, 
already knew Jesus was Deity. But I don\ kn0 ™ ®rieht if indeed miracles can 

;he devil ™ thl J reThe"S'^ Apollos peffionued in 

them"?'' Z Its so that he can debate without doing what he knowste cannot do 

everywhere they went because the places they preached were a part of everyw . 

Argument #1 

n Tn 7-J7-J9 Jason fell into the trap which I mentioned (1st neg.). The wateis are 
already in and flowing out of the mam Thus this the 2ml 

how “any man” can be limited by referring to Lev. _ 1*4 ^ , and jL turn 

affirmative I wonder why Wky 1 ^““^Any man” and “he that believeth” in an of itself does 
around and say it is limited by Col. . • y f ., t 0 f t p e con text of the Bible why 

not prove Spirit baptism for today^ ,Y°“ Rev 21:6 and 22:1?. 

it is not limited. This is what you did not do. The same thing applies 

Argument #2 

On In. 3:5 Jason cannot understand the "73^- 
baptism bound upon us today There are many ^ (here are many baptisms, but only one 
(Eph. 4:4-5) Is that hard tomnde ■ 1 (he seve ’ n ones of Eph. 4:4-5 are talking about 

which saves (water baptism). He does rpference t0 salvation??? Come now. He said two 

salvation. The one body, hope, etc. are not ^ ^ „ Yet he has never 

elements do not make two baptisms elements it has undergone two immersions, 

rebutted my penny argument.^It I dip a pe y ^ Qne pre p OS ition which means it 

Simple, isn’t it? Concerning two 1 , if “Spirit” is Spirit baptism then you have got a 

is talking about one birth with two ^ y P Spirit baptism. Instead it refers 

second element. Being born of the Spmt, therefore not Holy bp P ^ ^ he 

,0 being born of the Spirit through the Word of God ^ ^ ^ ^ repented 

“I guess those in Ac. 2:37 who were pncke , • t a conviction. It also includes 

and were baptized.” No, being bom again consis so^ ^ ^ ^ Greek WQrd H0S can also be 

obedience to the insbmotions 'of the Spirit. 0 T ^3. > ^ were that which was 

translated “which (Pershbacher, p. 297, #3/39). m 
poured out, this still would not prove that it is for us today. 

Argument #3 




exclusively. Joel’s prophecy was all inclusive of the miraculous in the early church. But Holy 
Spirit baptism, a part of Joel’s prophecy, was limited to the apostles alone (Ac. 1:2-5). 

I have consistently made an argument on Acts 11:17 that the “like gift” means “equal” but 
does not mean “one in the same.” Jason W. is equal to John Scheel but this does not mean they 
are one in the same person. Is that true or isn’t it? He says, “the Scripture says nothing about two 
people being equal.” Oh, but it does! Hear it: “...saying, These last men have worked only one 
hour, and you made them equal to us who have borne the burden and the heat of the day” (Mt. 
20:12). Now when Jesus said this did He mean that the one hour workers were one in the same 
person as the ones who had worked many hours? Or did He mean “equal” in the sense of having 
certain characteristics which were the same? Therefore, “like gift” means that the Gentiles re¬ 
ceived a gift which was equal to that of the apostles, but only in certain ways (i.e. both of them 
came directly from heaven). Concerning J.W.’s charge of misquoting BAG, I never said that I 
purposefully or accidently misquoted them at all. 

Argument #4 

Jason says, “I deny that ‘the promise’ refers to Joel’s prophecy in the sense in which John 
stated ‘miraculous in general.’” Why didn’t you just say that in your second affirmative? Instead 
you said, “Mr. Lewis states that ‘the promise’ of Ac. 2:32 & 39 is Joel’s prophecy. NO it is not!” 
He has trapped himself and so he didn’t make reference to the response I had. I will simply state 
it again: If A is equal to B and B is equal to C, then A MUST be equal to C. So listen to what 
you say along with your contradiction. Joel’s prophecy (A) is equal to Holy Spirit baptism (B). 
Holy Spirit baptism (B) equals the promise of the Holy Spirit (C). Therefore, Joel’s prophecy (A) 
MUST be equal to the promise of the Holy Spirit (C). Yet you said this is not the case. 

Concerning “all that are afar off,” I brought out “all flesh” to simply show how even the 
word “all” is limited. “All that are afar off” does not mean “all gentiles throughout all time” 
anymore than “all flesh” means every person including non-Christians. 

Concerning “as many as the Lord our God shall call,” (Ac. 2:39) he still has not given the 
Scripture where proskaleomai is used in reference to the gospel call. His use of TDNT is the 
man’s interpretation of the passages under question, not his definition of the words. I have al¬ 
ready dealt with this extensively but he still brings uninspired opinion. 

Argument #5 

1. I have already dealt with Lk. 24:33,49 and Ac. 1:2-5 and showed how there may have 
been others there in Lk. 24 but that Jesus limited the promise in Ac. 1:2-5 to the apostles alone. 
He said nothing about how God will sometimes speak in broad terms and then limit it later on. 

2. Daughters or, Pentecost. Concerning daughters, he still says that I have said nothing 
about it. Look right now at my first negative, point #3 under argument #5. All those who re¬ 
ceived Holy Spirit baptism were Galileans. This certainly was not true of the one hundred and 
twenty, but was true of the apostles. He says, “those women were. Galileans, for they followed 
Jesus from Galilee (Mt. 27:55-56).” Certainly some of the women were Galileans. But what 
about Mary, Martha, and Lazams? Were they from Galilee, Jason? They were not. Therefore, 
the one hundred and twenty were not exclusively Galileans which means that the one hundred and 
twenty did not receive Spirit baptism. He says Acts 2:7,14 and 37 doesn’t prove that only the 
apostles received Spirit baptism. He offers no proof as to why it does not. And what about Acts 
2:42? These passages overwhelmingly prove that only the twelve received Spirit baptism in Acts 
2 . 



at P^ntorost What did Jason say about this? 

3.15 nationalities p«*ent a Pent . ^ ^ ^ ^ thus far that the context not 

4. Isaiah 2:2. Isaiah 2.2 is stil 8 h nrs Sure salvation as mentioned 

syntax of each passage must determine ow ong not true because of the 

in Isaiah 2:2 would continue throughout all the last days. 

Hebrew grammar as you have tried to^prove. scho lars debate the idea of Hebrew 

5. Sun Being darkened. He says that ne ^ use Joe l 2 as one of 

grammar. If Hebrew scholars disagree so mu ^ if the sc holars cannot agree on the gram- 

your main ^^'llTrsfdoesn’t come after the second coming because the verse doesn’t 

" SS of time.” ^h,^^wUh your rtferei^to jf/w^Ae^^widdbe 

tion doesn’t come till after the second coming. > 217ff ? Look right now at argu- 

Wha, did he say about my analysts o if just £ of these tore 

ment #5, pt. #5, second foil paragraph o y ^ 1 ® t dayg „ then all of them occur throughout 

tense verbs grammatically means 0 g . ,, e CO ntext and they are all fiiture tense, 
all the last days. Why? Because they ate ah m the same ^ |ist Laetsch i„ their 

6. Theodore Laetsch. 1 asked Jaso g attention. But he still did not list 

bibliographies. He said that I was ^“greatest Hebrew scholar” He quoted other 

one single Hebrew grammar which listedHumi a & a way that doesn’t mean what 

scholars. But with every one I have showed how he t() ac 4 owledg e it. Laetsch is 

he says. I quoted Nogalski s analysis h « pour ” occurs throughout all the last 

the only authority he can give ustha specify says^at p ^ ^ & ^ me he said , ‘ Tffl 
days. We have already proven that Laets ^ ^ ^ * twQrmwood > ln y0U r mouth.” Come 
warning you Mr. Lewis, my sugar s i Re sai( p have never said the duration is 

now, who realty got the bitter bite?! One ^ & few sentences late r, “I have ... proven both 
in the verb ‘pour.’” Yes you nave. ront i nue s until the second coming.” In your last 

by the context and syntax that the pou g Hebrew grammar.” Why do you 

affirmative you said, “Wha. Dr. & W ts) f you now admit that the duration is 

Argument #6 , 

• T U r p the chfts are in the church but not being performed today that 
He says that since I believe the gilts . Th Oracles which are written serve 

I have a blind body, etc No the gifts s,,U was not a gift. Not true, but 

a^part ofthe body in tbe fast cento church. Do you 

cut it off the body since this no longer occurs today. 

Argument #7 

Notice his assentou: “I Co. " ~ 

second coming. It means when Christ re ur „ , . 7 ) j s a temporal conjunction. But 

this is what i, means but offers no proof .Ye,, ®S ^ you eve „ adroi „ed tfe when 
when it is joined to the word TUX* J rtv by saying 2 Corinthians 1:13 is used m 

you said, “the context must decide, tie agd 
reference to time, but he offers no pioot. 




Argument #8 

1. Come. IW. says, “John based'on'looking'fo^ 

to come if I told him it was coming n ° I k fo He tr i es to tear apart my analysis of 

something that Paul didn’t specifically tell them loo • j said . i will quote it again 

how the Word is said to come. But he didn t^ even ^ ^ ^ j do not mean by this that all 

since he didn’t listen to it: Concerning my sy g spirit comes so comes the Word, 

the Word came at once. I’m simply the Word of God. 

The SP T‘ZheSrm tel will have more to say about this in my affirmative. 

But for now, Jason didn’t understand the question I ^ that 5rface to face” is 

3. See through a glass darkly. I hav j-' Yet he has dropped all reference 

literal then so also must “see throug a 8^ ^ means w hat I contend on 1 Cor. 13: God 

to this argument. He only quo hav ethe M knowledge of God dearly through 
spoke to Moses clearly ratk, than obscim y^ firgt century 

His Word rather than m bits and pieces as ^ physically in person. He 

4. Face to Face. Concerning Genesis 32, Jacob did not se £ made of fire ? 

still insists that fire and such refers to brea k through and “gaze” at the Lord 

Notice- God wanted Moses to maae sure the P-opl this was the 

(Ex. 19:21). Moses said the people talked with God face to face (Deut. ->• 

same time when they were not to g^e upon t^or^.^^ ^ distinct i 0 n between “we” and “I.” 

5. Paul expected to be alive. J. ■ , thev are used in the same way! 

However, in 13:12 we have both we an use ^w b himself exclusively? No, 

V;- Paul said, “Oh wretched man that lam., was he taiKin, 

k as using “I” in reference to people m genera. “ kn ow folly.” This word 

6. Know Fully. Jason didn t even knowledge received in this life (e.g. 

is found scores oftimes in the New Testament an trf t 8 Jason then this 

Mt. 7:16). If “know tolly” means “everlas weae fully know.by 

means we wall know God the way “ ’ t ^o h y W the spiritual gtfts and Scrip- 

7. 2 Tim. 3:16-17. I have already admitted that limotny u ^ rfthe Word was 

tu re That’s because the Word was m part an si inora , }u agpd He dropped all refer- 

fompletely written, the gifts had then serverthen 

ence in his last affirmative to Js. 1.2-. g h he never mentioned m his attir- 

As I close I want to bring to your » ^ g ostks doctri „e; 3 . Nogalski’s assessment 
mative papers: 1. Mt. 9.6 1 Cor _ , lo : 4 . P 5i Did the people of Deut. see God ‘face 

of Hebrew imperfect; 4 Use of f ELOS in R ^ ^ from my last nega tive he d.d not 

to face” the way Paul did m Ac 25 16 „ be limited; 2. The languages of 

mention: I. Lev. 1:2-4 with Col. 2: 4 shows how “XtoLe te„se and pour in Ac. 2:17; 4. We 
the 15 nationalities could have overlappec, . because it is not happening today; 5. Could 

don’t out the death, burial and resurrection out simply beeause « nc ^ W ^ Qod p|an &r 

the church be without a complete Bt e since Wnioinosko is used in reference to knowl- 

iess than 14 items )ason failed ,0 men,ion 

throughout his affirmative papers. 




LEWIS’ FIRST AFFIRMATIVE 

I consider it a great opportunity to engage m this written debate^n Hob^ 
rmd mtraculous gtfts of the Sprit. Tire proposttion affirm t^ foto^“SO 
the Scnptures teach of the Bthle. 

t ^‘Cri-lmeantheytnstructns. 

t / * 1.9 o anc i that which occured in Acts 2. By gifts P . 

SpeSfically to ,hos'e nuraculous gtfts found in 1 Cotnt.hrans 12, Ephesians. 4:U and Mark 
1617-18 They “have ceased” meaning that they have stopped being used, y g 

the church ^“^ents which will establish 

thecessatrinofthemriaculous^ow^d the end of the first century. This paper shall contain the 

first three arguments. 

Argument #1: Ephesians 4:11-15 

argument will show that miraculous gifts were m the early church(4:l 1) “tiTths 


E 




the biblical view 

^ Miraculous Gifts 
SUBJECT (4*7-8,11) 



Equipping the 
Saints (4:12) 



HOW LONG 


Come to the Unity of 
THE FAITH (4:13) 


WITH WHAT 
RESULTS? 




Complete System, 
Oneness of the 
contents of faith 
(Jude 3). 


We can fight against 
false doctrine (4:14-15) 


Chart A-l 





church came to the unity of the faith (4:13). We will show that the unity of the faith came 
towards the end of the first century. After presenting this mam argument we will look at three 
supporting ideas which will not only show my position to be true, but also refiite Jason s view 

of this passage. 


Main Argument . . T 

Jason and I both agree that Ephesians 4:11 is dealing with a miraculous context. Jesus 

“gave gifts unto men” (4:8) and some of those gifts were apostles, prophets, etc. (4:11). You 
will notice, then, from our chart that our subject is that of miraculous gifts. These gifts were 
given “for” or “with a view to” the perfecting or equipping (BAG) of the saints (4.12). But 
notice how long these miraculous gifts (4:11-12) were to last. The miraculous gifts were to 
last “till” we come to the unity of the faith (4:13). “Till” is an adverb of time telling us ow 
long.” If, therefore, we can determine what the “unity of the faith” is, we will also have 
determined when the miraculous gifts ceased or will cease. Why is that? Because Paul said 
that the miraculous (4:11-12) would last only “till” we come to that point m time (4:13). I m 

sure Jason agrees with me up to this point. . 

Let’s now determine what “unity of the faith” means. First, ‘ the faith does n^t refer 

to “personal belief.” Jason might say that we have the miraculous (4:11) till “we all believe 
the same thing.” This is not what Paul means. Paul is talking about “the faith.’ The phrase 
“the faith” in the New Testament refers to the contents of faith, or the system of faith, or the 
body of doctrine. Jude says that we should “contend earnestly for the faith. (Jude 3, cf. Ac. 
6:7; Gal. 1:23). Jude was not talking about all of us “believing the same thing. Instead he 
was talking about contending in defense of the body of doctrine. So since “the faith refers to 
the system of faith, Paul is talking about coming to the unity of the gospel system. He is not 
saying that the miraculous gifts would last till all the church believes the same thing (Jason s 
view). He’s saying that gifts would last till the church came to the unity of the gospel system. 

Jason will quibble on this word “unity” and insist that it means “unity of believers. 
But this word can just as easily be translated “oneness” (Perchbacher). In other words, Pau 
is saying that the miraculous gifts (4:11-12) would last “till” the church came to the oneness 
of the system of the faith or the unified gospel system. They had “the faith” in the first century. 
But they didn’t have the system of faith in a unified form because each person had his own 
“bit” or “piece” of revelation from God. Some of it was written, some of it was still oral. It 
was not yet a unified system of faith. But do we not now have “the faith” as one unified system 
contained for us in the pages of the Bible? Yes we do! Is the Bible a “unity”? Yes! Is it me 
faith”? Yesl Therefore, the “unity of the faith” has come. And since the unity of the faith has 
come, the miraculous has ceased. Why? Because (notice the chart) the gifts (4:11-12) would 
only last “till” (4:13) the church arrived at the unity of the faith. I his overwhelmingly shows 

that miraculous gifts have ceased. 


Jason will bring up some points in an attempt to refute the material I have presented 
thus far. I want to anticipate some of those points right now. We will show with three 
additional subpoints that “unity of the faith” must occur sometime m this life. 





TVi.-v Were Alr^n^y I -nIvya in What They Believed 

of the faith” means “until we all believe 

the sanw thing ” He believes we will not all believe the same thing till we get to heaven 
Therefore his view is that gifts (4:11-12) will last “till" we all beheve the sense thing which 
he savs occurs at the point of heaven. But if this is true then the church when Paul wrote did 
not have unity If “unity of the faith” means “all believing the same thing then obviously they 
couldn’t have unity back then because Paul clearly indicated they did not have it. But Pan 
said that they did at that time already have unity in their personal belief. Hea 
“Endeavoring to keep the unity ofthe Spirit...” (Eph. 4:3). To “keep” implies that they already 
hS“ty I. would be pretty silly for Paul to say, “You already have unity’ («) to 
ttTaroundld say “but you’re no. going to be unified till you get to h-en^ £ 
whatever the unity of 413 is, it cannot be “unity of personal belief because haul said y 
already fold that t^e of unity (4:3)1 It is unity/ oneness of “foe faith” that Paul is talking about 
We have “the fahh” as one unified system today. Therefore, foe miraculous is gone. y. 
Because the gifts would only last “till” this period of time (4:13). 

There ^g^l B JaOT V vdll saythat “unity ofthe faith” comes when we get to heaven But if this 
is the ct 8 e toTe w.1, hel heaven with “umty of foe faith ” Bm toe won . hetmy foifo 
in heaven. Faith is “the evitoce o^tog^noueen^ ^ ^ ^ is ^ 

ofthe faith” must occur sometime while on eartn. we warn 

proves beyond doubt that the miraculous will not last until we get to heaven. 

Z MthtarSdS) m U oto that we may be able to finally fight against 
Id sto against false= doento 

heaven. So we geUo heaven (U3 » fals e doctnne then there 

sense. Therefore, the unity of the faith has come. A ty m time 

ClngTon want when you leave ^(443) “I oto toT 

^rXIaiis, fise° doctrine (4:14). When I analyze foe text I allow foe meanmg to flow 



false doctrine (4:14) because the gifts equip ( ) equipped (4-12) only “till” we 

period of time. , ldn ’ t fight against false 

Jason will tether quibble and aay Well I gueas Paul cou^ ^8 \Ji 

doctrine since they hadn t arrived at the unity because you admitted that “we” is 

Christians, but the church as a whole. You agree with t y 

used m reference to believers as a whole (your « ftoteve^ « ^ J d * at they 
as a whole could not in the adult sense fight against “f f " Ho l"e church tod^ 

sense. 

Argument #2: There Is Only “One Baptism” Today 

Tn Fnhesians 4 4-5 the apostle Paul listed several things of which there is only “one” 

aESH-SsjscatjS 

Spirit baptism is necessary then two baptisms are necessary. S int baptism 

one. This one baptism, as we’ve mentioned, is water baptism^ of 

is not available today. Notice the one aptism c . ^ But b A D 62 when 

Pentecost there were two baptisms. This was in aou • • baptisms 

Spirit baptism has ceased. 




Argument #3: The Purpose of Miracles 


This absent is based on the purpose of miracles. If we can understand the purpose 
of miracles w^will know exactly when they ceased or will cease. Thrs ts true because God 

onlydoe^titat which has a purpose. Jason agrees with thrs. If tee, appose for so* 

, y “ , •„ , nr, the other hand, if there is not a purpose then God will not do it. 

Th^efore,If there is notonger^purposefor miracles today then the miracles themselves have 

would include events mcl^ th^incamation ^o^ddihonaTpinposes^of iLaLLntheNew 

(2) -*£* ^toT^hS^ 

&r ^ “tr^^Tome^oses have ceased. Remember .ha, ,f these 

Wh ' Ch t."us iXt ^“rfS'to reveal 

truth in the first century. One passage at this P 01 "'™' * js now revea i ed unto his holy 

other ages was not »ade to™ unto *e sons ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ .. revealed >. t0 

apostles and prophets by the Sp . ( P • and prophets were miraculous gifts m 

man through the apostles “ d ^“ 2 - 28 - 29 ) So clearly the revelation of new truth was a 
p^o?—;oLn LZ century. Lon wtll say, ‘^cles drd no, revetd the find," 





98 he said in our public debate. Jason, if miracles did not reveal new truth in the first century, 
wliat did? Did non-miracles reveal new truth? Was it simply the natural man that revealed 
new truth? Or did God miraculously inspire first century men to reveal new truth? When 
Jesus said that the Spirit would guide the apostles into “all truth” (Jn. 16:13) was this 
miraculous? I think you get the point. Miracles did reveal new truth. 

I am sure Jason will agree that new truth is no longer being revealed today. We have 
the complete revelation of God’s will in the pages of the Bible. No new truth is coming forth 
that has not already been reveal ed to us in the Bible. But did you know that if miracles are still 
here that this purpose must also be here? You mark my word: he will not be able to show 
where this purpose is gone but the miracles themselves are not gone. If the miracle is here 
then the purpose is here. Jason, I want you to show me where the purpose itself can no longer 
exist but the miracle can still exist. If the miracle is here then the revelation of NEW TRUTH 
still exists today. And if the revelation of new truth still exists today, then Jason could reveal 
to us something that is not already found in the Bible. Is this possible, Jason? He knows that 
it is not. Therefore, this purpose of miracles is gone. But if the purpose is gone the miracle is 
gone. 

The second purpose of miracles in the New Testament was to confirm this new truth 
which was revealed. The inspired Luke tells us that the “signs” would be used to confirm the 
Word (Mk. 16:20). All of the miraculous from Acts 2 onward is summed up in Mark 16:20. 
They went out and preached “everywhere.” Every city, town, and village they preached in was 
a part of “everywhere.” And “everywhere” they went they were “confirming the word with 
signs following.” So the confirmation of God’s Word was a purpose of miracles in the first 
century. But this purpose of miracles has ceased. There is a principle in the Bible that once 
something has been confirmed it never needs to be confirmed again. The resurrection of 
Christ “declared” (confirmed) Jesus to be Deity (Rom. 1:4). But this was a once for all time 
confirmation. Jesus need not be raised in each and every generation to confirm that He is 
Deity. In the same way miracles need not be performed again to confirm God’s Word. Once 
it was confirmed, it never needed to be confirmed again. 

Jason will advance a couple of passages in an effort to prove that miracles can still 
confirm today. He will say that the Word “was confirmed” yet they still had miraculous gifts. 
(1 Cor. 1:7-9; cf. Heb. 2:3-4). But Jason fails to understand that there was still new truth being 
revealed at this time. In fact, the very book Paul was writing the Corinthians was new truth 
being given to them. Yes, a portion of the truth had been confirmed among them. But as long 
as new truth was continuing to come forth miracles would still exist in order to confirm that 
new truth. 

Therefore, the purpose of miracles (to reveal and confirm) has ceased. And if the 
purpose has ceased then the miracles themselves have ceased. Why? Because God does not 
do that which has no purpose. The purpose has ceased; therefore, the miracles have ceased. 

I have proven in three different ways that the miraculous has ceased. Ephesians 4:11- 
15 proves that miraculous gifts have ceased. Ephesians 4:5 proves that Holy Spirit baptism 
has ceased. The purpose argument proves that the very purpose of miracles has ceased. These 
firmly establish my proposition. I invite you to hear Jason’s response. 
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By John T. Lewis 
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FIRST NEGATIVE 


Ladies * gentlemen of the tending audience it: 1 b a 

privilege to come before you »> thi s written ^ ^ ^ 

Sis -s 

may seeThostile, because our doct:into 
„e still consider one anotter » the" guibble 

mv negative ^ arguments I wouiu x_ljvc D 

John and Stephen Wiggins ("Hammer SSTninSired'' wrTters! " "i 
5) have made concerning my onl did Pau l use "uninspired 

would like to point out tha 17-28) he also used an 

writers" to prove his point (Ac. I/.ZV), ne a *n. 2 3) 

writers. ^ text of his sermon (Ac. ^ I.Z-i). 

"uninspired writing for the am rather surprised 

Their quibble is aotua - y ■ ect“ He ought to be debating 

that John is debating me o crifts "ARE NO LONGER IN THE 

himself. First John signs that the 9 lfts llARE STILL IN 

/-’trrTDr’H 11 iVipn he turns around and says the g , 

STchuecS" Which one is it John? This is double nin e s, 
and a double minded man is unstable in all his ways (James 1.8). 

ARGUMENT #1 - (Main Argument) John ^^n^i^^^drallng 
stating, "Jason and I both agree tha^ Ephesians^ ^ 

with a miraculous conte . spiritual gifts! 

& over again that apostles et. al ARE= s P«x 

They are ministries. »*“ i ' 1 are referred 

to as a ministry. Ac. 12.2 . P P Timothy, "Preach the 

t0 d" S , a 4 . 5 m , in "Do ry the work of an evangelist, make full proof of 
word ( 4 - ) ,i qn anostles et al. are ministries not spiritual 

thy ministry. so apostles et a ^ ^ spirltual gifts by 

gif ^ S * Sh 4-R "He gave gifts unto men." However, Eph. 4:7- 

quoting Eph 4.8 He g g ce> In verse 8 the word 

explains the as . m m hpr pf nre Eoh 4:7-8 could 

"wherefore" means "that is why ^fore Wording to the 

nay, "But unto everyone of us^1 s ,iv« grace n ^ ^ ^ 

a^end^upon h?g“ he led captivity captive, and gave gifts 

unto men." The gifts given is grace, not spirltual gif . 

Next, John goes to "unity of the faith First of ail 

^\t 0 is P 1^^ity at oAhe 0 k 1 n Y owl 1 eage of the Son of God." In 

» \ h n e d ^e &:■ John C then gSes "on^ -fine what 
"the^ faith" is He says ■■the.£ith-"^^content^of faith, % 

correct! T faith" ia the "system of faith") NO 

disagreement there! "unity". I want you to notice over 

f^r J ^in^°s^sr^he 

n ° thi S g ’states “S a w n o y rd hl '' 9 unlty“ means "oneness". That's 

riahf 9 * But^ oneness does not mean "completion". John says the 
"in^y of the faith" is the "completion of the system of faith. 



However, "tne faith" 
Scriptures John gave on 
prove this. John says 
in a unified 
Summers in 
(more like 


Paul 
20 :27 ) 
look closer at 
means, "unity, 
agreement 


P- 

P- 

and 


217) 
267 ) 
what 


and "unity in 
Let's closely 
it doesn't say. 

is 


.npadv a complete system. The 
.'the faith" was air ?Y 3 ; Ac . 6:7; Gal. 1:23) 

..fLdidn't have the system of faith 
• nnt- true' Your own brother, Gary 
form." This is not tr • ±n the "Defender 

his "review" of our o "entire body of New 

Pretender) said^ Paul Knew stated concerning 

Testament teaching." This 15 exac Divi ne plan of God" (Ac. 

knowing "all the contents ^ the Dl ^ syst em Let's 

Therefore the faith eireaay WO rd .. unity 

the word "unity ( denotes j. "unity, 

unanimity" (Abbott-Smi , P aiity "' (strongs 
(Robinson, P. « 5 > UnanimltY 
” 75 7 “ 8 Gingrilh, 

examine Eph. 4:13 and =oe * h at Jiffe ^ . 

■■Till (duration of_ tl ) ^ unanirait y agreement) 

." Nothing in Eph. 4:13 says 
of the system of faith. A so, 
attain to the unity, not the 

how John gets co L 

te f '"agreement" not "completion.;; 
refers to agreement "unity" 

" *" °entL~ie ?PS. 333:1; Eph. 

- — — “"’ TIME it refers to unity in respect o^ persons 

’ ""when John comments on Eph 4.3, 1 wo rd .. unity " 

iJrespect of persons, but. when he comes to_t_ things. what 

in Eph. 4:13, he says its unity 

kind of Bible hermeneutics 
who it is that defines 
of the system of faith 


all attain to (that 

Eph. 4:13, 

respect of persons) the _ 
of the faith (system of fa\t) 

ANYTHING about the "completion 
notice that it is believers that 
faith 1 I would like to know 
"unity of the faith" Please 
from. The word unity 
And this is unity in 
found only three times 
4:3, 13) and EVERY TIME it 

N0tiCS . ' —~ ne respect of things. 

that . I would like to know 3 ust 
, * .p ■ r-u" as the "completion 

"^Ir^on -—arY, — 3 


this. Notice the following commentaries^--^- Rbbott _ Ba rnes, 

the faith" refers to uni Y Wycliffe, A.T. Robertson, 

Clarke, R.H. Boll, M ' vincent Matthew Henry, 

Meyer, Lenski W f d 'eron Kittel, even "church 
interpreter’s Bible, F B Shepherd, and Burton Cof ^ raan * ^ % 

of Christ" Da ^ h urch PC 0 f 'Christ"). An^xegesis of • * - 


faith" 
Broadman, 
Maclaren, 


TN) , 


I! 


Eph. _ 

- p. 121 states, 

(emphasis mine) 


'until we all 
mean the saints 


ayne Harris ( c urc ., . college, Memphis, 
presented to Harding Bible Col g , ONLY _ 

P — -Ti =ttam to the unity d .. A lso notice the 

, re the ones to b f fait h" (New Berkely); 

a J2V : AS ln R the f aith" (NIV, BAG) ; "°he" ess f Ne w English) , 
(Amplified Bible); J'unity inherent of £ait h." John 

BUT P not ONE SAYS ' completi we have not attained unto the 

-f ■V'SS! ^eppr'HaJ-r . W^ 

ft yourself, "there are churchea ^ ^ fflade themse i ve s a 
at the front of men 



denomination. " Have you °you Ind ^on 

of the faith* Are you unanimous 

with Don that Jesus Christ returned in 7° A - D ’ n of the £ait h, 
Notice, John says we have attained the "unity 

and that the gifts have ceased. But notice, r ceased, 

of the faith" then not only have f o l n ^°^ e \ n e \ is "purpose" 
but also their purl»se then t ¥ e mlracle s are gone 

argument, if the purpose 9 purpose of the apostles 

and vice versa Notice -hat * J the saints, for the 

et. al.? Eph. 4 . I z, * 4 - hp edifvinq of the body of Christ, 

work of the ministry, for Y ceased, then the "work 

Notice, if the apostles et al h ^ s *pSstles e t. al. have 
of the ministry" has ceased. John says apostles Qf fche 

ceased and by the same ™* the ministry" has ceased 

then" John j ust^reached himself ^ight^ ou^ ofjobl l i^aul to^ 

Mf7roo?oTthy th mlnIsL;:" According to John this has ceased, 

and John is therefore on nnemployment I 1 -'Endeavouring 

(They were already unified) .John .says^Bph.J means 

to keep the unity of t P does not. They were not 

the unity of personal bell . lieVed> Paul sa id they were 

unified in what they pers Y ed aboutf wit h every wind 

"children tossed to and fro, 70T - 0 walkinq in the "vanity 

°e r h ° Ct,:i m e nd" ‘fSh. V: 17)'. Otters were working the "unfruiful 
of their mind ' P" , . n-i \ and others were getting drunk 

works of darkness” (Eph 5:11) an »t = * no Eph . 

(Eph. 5:19). Some had left thier first .° * personal belief. 

4:3 doesn't mean they were unified in then pe^ona^^ Live 

It simply means to keep un ^ y is P exac tly what Paul teaches 
at peace with one another. 5-22)* children/parents (Eph. 

them to do: husbands/wives (Eph b .zz) , 

6:1); and servants/masters (Eph [emphasis mi ne] John says 

(There won t be ANY fait £ n / Actually this argument is 

there won t be ANY faith games , S o I'll play along, 

a play on the word faith . „ Are we no t going to have 

The word "faith simply mea without faith it is impossible 

"trust" in heaven? Heb. 11:6, . But without, ra heaven? 

to Please him..." en P John ? s already stated 

If SO then there will be faitli in hea 

"the faith" is the body of doctrine Are we 

to have the body of doctrine when get t0 ‘-^i^ntly skip 

(False doctrine in heaven) John says that I will & sii 

4:13" No I will „ J J 1 0 d t he gavl sL, apostles, and some, prophets, 
back to vs. 11. And ha ga 'tors and teachers" (WHY) "For 

and some evangelist, a P work of the ministry, 

the perfecting of the saints, LO n G ) "Till we all 

of the edifying of the b dy [ h and of the knowledge of the 
come in the unity of the , measure of the stature 

M f ulness t of a C hrist" 1 wVt -nceforth 

every* wTn^ ot “he fc The° (WHY), (HOW LONG), . (WITH WHAT 



, , x. vprse n IF "that we henceforth 

RESULTS) all refer 5 ac * tically refers back to "unity of 

be no more children grammatical Y lexi dictionary, or 

the faith", then why can t I find one^^ vol _ 3 , p . 

commentary that says 1 that the descent and ascent of Christ 
642, "in 4:7-11 “% lear " jL distJibution of the gifts (v. 

are the presupposition of H the Christians for the 

14, cf. 6:12 and 1 :20-23 ) whic 4 ) ." No one has 

contending against seductio Y doctrine when we attain the 
held the view of fighting * als %“°^ dy , the argument is an 
unity of the faith, exce P t , y ° U ( -^s-Franklin Debate). John’s 
old Guy N. Woods a J gun ^ b L the purpose is not in context 

comments about 4:13 * t s P ««till we attain to the 

with the passage of Scxxptnr * e who is it now that skipped 
unity" that is duratxon not Pjrpose^^ ^ ^ ^ being ab ie 

the duration, John. I gae y ,, troubled John. John is really 

to fight false doctrine have really trouble^ what he says , 

stretching it m covtldTnot in the" adult sense fight against 

"The church as a whole could "Adult sense"?!!! Where did 

false doctrine." What is that Ad ^ ^ they coul d fight 

that come from?!! I gu sense But notice Paul said as 

false doctrine m child li doctrine. You are "tossed to 

children you cannot J-9 ith ever y wind of doctrine." Either 

and fro, and carried a false doctrine! There is no such 

they could or couldn t 9 sense" and "child-like sense 

thing as fighting m the adul fi ht false doctrine (v. 

ther^S ^t Vise doctrine, then Cohn's argument 
is totally destroyed !!1 

-i c fpritered around Eph. 4:5. 

ARGUMENT #2 -John's next. a d gU ™® is ver se, but I will elaborate 
We have already dealt dea ling with salvation. Yes, baptism 

further. Eph. 4:4-6 is not de 1 9J in these passages of 

saves us, but that 13 ^ ^ the seven "ones" to try to save 
Scripture. Paul does not list ^ (Ac . 19:1-6). The seven 

the Ephesians, they were u; f tra tion as to why the Ephesians should 
"ones" are used as^ 1 ^ ^±t ±n the church. John uses "one 
keep the unity of tha Sp bbab Holy spirit baptism is not for 
baptism" to try to pr 'baptism' cover every meaning 

today. But I ask you, does the wc d P John obviously says 

of the word ; baptism'here mentione d in the NT: 

it does. Let s notx ce Ho] P y spirit baptism (Ac. 1:5), 

washing/bathing (Mk. 3 ’ 3 } ^ arb dom ( M k. 10:38); water baptism 

baptism of f ire (Mt. 3.1 ) , wi t h Holy Spirit baptism, 

(Ac. 2:38). If "one baptism J°l%Tisls besides water baptism 
it does away with al .. binding on us today? How about 

Are any of these other P wor d they use d for taking a 

taking a bath, "baptism was one did it cease at 

bath, is this still binding or^ suffering, is there 

62 O. what about martyrdom, the p ^ martyrs today because 

no more persecution and there about the "baptism of fire 

Eph. 4:5 says "one baptism . Is there no more damnation 

(damnation) is that ?scelvs the "baptism of fire"? 

today? Can people "“L believe in ' damnation today (baptism of 
Tell us John, do you oeiievt 


fire) or have you started preaching like the ^ Jehovah s 

there is the Holy Spirit, angels are spirits, ^ and there »e 

afte? 62 1 A 1 .D S .' the?e S are"" no W more angels? "One faith", therms 
"the faith", the gospel system, then there is; saving ai , 
"-Frhr- hv nrarp are ve saved through faith (Epn. uuu ' 

you're Y gor^g to haveko do a lot better than that to prove Holy 
Spirit baptism has ceased with Eph. 4. 

—a T olf^ TXtvfS^ i°Ul h d .^°to 

show Sow John has already contradiotea^himse^f ™ 

"miraculous* gifts" S l! S "for" °the "equipping of the saints" then 

E3 ri 

in our oral debate, "Yes, Paul, they were ^^^ntis chart 
what the miraculous gi s states "We are NOW fully equipped 

^STlaS 1 ^ne^^hash „ his, ^ 

T i t P h P e ed, 'sa t °nt y "', “^“culous 9 gifts are available today,, 
J afd n (2 S rcon^m PU t r h P e OS tru°tL “hn^fe’S'UV 3:^ proof that 

E£>-5" tsr hi:-nofbrss.f-.r^s 

read what the passage says. John wantS ( , to ’ * n salvaTion^"began 

S S be^ken bf^he^Lord^and^was confirmed unto us by them 
that HEARD him." (Heb. 2:3). The gospel message came straig 
f^om the mouth of Jesus Christ. Truth is delivered by 
no? miracles, "...it pleased God by the foolishness of PREACHING 
(not miracles, to save them that believe. JJ^Co. U 21 

??r flit ""that P th'e Gentiles should L fellowheirs, and of the 
same "body, and partakers of his promise by the Hospel (Ep. 
3-6). So, John HAS NOT proven that miracles reveai the‘ tru ^ • 

John say's the second purpose of miracles ^^^t ^oS? 
truth. He uses Mk. 16:20 as a proof text. Fist let rne P 
nut that "everywhere" in Mk. 16:20 can mean all directions 
(BAG) If it means everywhere they went, then tell us w Y J" , 
Paul confirm his word with miracles before unbelievers ^Athens 
I agree that miracles confirm the word. John says. Once^ i 
was confirmed, it never needed to be confirmed again. But where 



. . . h oa V q "the word was confirmed"? Oh, you 

is the scripture that already admi tted that just because 

say, Heb. 2. / doesn't mean miracles ceased. That is 

the word was confirmed something is confirmed, it never 

direct contradiction 1 then whea the writer of Hebrews 

needs to be confirmed g ' , , there shouldn't have been 

said ''the word was confirmed then therejhou^ ^ Corinthf 

any more confirmingf °f ^ ^firmed" in Corinth (1 Co. 1:6). 

"the testimony o never needed to be confirmed in Corinth 

According to John it never in Corint h However, Paul told 

again, so no more spiritua 9 ft Paul must have never 

them ■'desire spiritua ys confirmed' message. But John 
heard the once confir y revealed the Book wasn t 

says, there was more.truth to^be don't 

complete, we can re ® the following: the miracles of the 

need the miracles. N , , h is God, and there is none 

Exodus were to confirm t h a t ^ J h ^ ^ 4;35 _ 39) . Both the miracles 

else (Ex. 5:2; 7.5, 17, * complete book - the Law of 

and the message were , Wrl John if any other OT prophet wanted 
Moses. So, according t / there is none else; he would 

to confirm that Jehovah 15 ' L of Moses, because once 

take them to the pages it ° never needs to be confirmed again, 

something is confirme Four hundred (400) years after 
But that s not how Elijah miracle to confirm that Jehovah is 
Moses, Elijah performe would have been on Mt. 

God, and there is none else. It Jorin £ire down 

Carmel, he would have told ^ ^ 

from heaven, Moses alrea T Y , ave thoroughly proven that because 

something^ls Confirmed! doU'^e^it lan^ t ^ 

X have responded to every argument John has. jade thu^ fa^.^In 

the remaining space of my first negative,^ ^ last negative. 
on some of the things John said ^ ^ context G f 

A#3-Comparing one person to _ with Mt. 20:12. However 

Ac. 11 :1 7 . Jf„ Slohn 1 5:18 * PM1. 2:6 in 

the same word equal is u Therefore 

reference to Jesus as being one and the sane a _ There ^ 

the "like" gift can be one and the were in t he upper 

no Scripture that states tha Galilee (Mt. 27:55-56). John 

room. Mary Magdalene^ u disagreeing on the sun being 

comments about the sc ° Colin Smith a scholar. John said 

darkened. I don' t consider Colin Smitn fche second 

NOTHING about the day of the to my argument. The 

coming. Nogalski' s quote ^® S ior J,° thfeontext tell^us how long 

verb expresses contin Tohn totally ignored my quote of 

the continued action occurs' ac uo„ SlB-O ) John still quibbles 
Green S Driver on continued t § ^ which is perfect 

on whether they were my questi on #3 in our oral 

However, notice John were LOOKING for the final 

SSSf^t^ 9 Of t Uth OJ*; 13»“ —-L-^er 1 ll 

closely S examines Listen to 'my opponents feeble attempt 

at debating. 




j)\f c OS 4 A L POP QUIZ FOR JOHN T. LEWIS 

name i ' L^Lh] / $ __ 

John T. Lewis 


Each question is worth twenty (20) points, one hundred (100) 
points are possible. 


1. cite one lexicon, dictionary, Bible commentary, and/or Bible 
translation that defines, interprets, and/or translates unity 
of the faith" as "the completion of the system of faith." 
OlACKs' lu-e./ /Itjktfi. jA 


2. Mark the box next to the statement that is true: ~~~^\ -£F \/C'J 

. , ,, I by M/J S.r'/y 

D "The gifts of the Spirit are STILL IN the church. v — 7 =— < •< * .,, J 
L —^ 1 !X/X/ f C‘rJc/'X- a 

"The gifts of the Spirit are NO LONGER IN the churchXj JajAjf " 

-,/< o^criH &t"/ "&ACh“ / W 

,.x3X 


3. In Ephesians 4:13, which is it that ' /attains, to the unity ? ^ 

” x (iTR^'X HYH.X'Y £ 

A ) He XtM 

4. Mark the box if true, leave blank if false. 


Believers 


the faith. 


( i) S'OhjXhye 
(7-) ob^eclt'v <? 



The word "baptism" in Ephesians 4:5 covers every meaning 
of the word "baptism". Q^j QfsJ£l 6 JAI 


5 . In view of the fact that "they went forth, and preached every 
where ("all directions" BAG), the Lord working with them, and 
confirming the word with signs following," and the fact that 
Paul's "preaching was not with enticing words of man's wisdom, 
but in demonstration of the Spirit and of power," and the fact^ 
that the "gospel came not...in word only, but also in power... , 
please explain why Paul did not confirm his word before 
unbelievers with miracles in Acts 17:17-33. 







tX ii/exce 


Yoo 


(JcY/b SejO / 


mo/e 







LEWIS 5 SECOND AFFIRMATIVE 

I am thankful that I can present my second affirmative to prove that Holy Spirit baptism 
and miraculous gifts have ceased. Throughout my negative response I saia that Jason (a so-callea 
inspired 1 preach^) quotes uninspired men. He says Paul did the same thing. Yet Paul was not 
uskm uninspired persons for proof as you have done. He only said, “...as certain of your poets 
have”said.” Further, I have clearly defined my proposition to mean that‘ in 
the church” in the sense that they are no longer being practiced. Yet tney are^ m the church . 
the sense that the miracles which are written serve to produce belief ( n. 20.^1) ? He a so 
made reference to a few of his affirmative arguments at the end of his lastpap* • 
a rehash and they need not be examined again. However, I will say that [. • P 

the “like gift” can be used in reference to being equal in certain characteristics. 

Argument #lt Ephesians 4:11-15 

Before I address Jason’s quibbles let me briefly state my argument again (please see my 
chart in my first affirm). God gave miraculous gifts to men (4:7-8) 
nnntflf*! nroohets etc (411) These were given for the equipping of the saints (4. ffi). 

X ^col to the unity of the faith. The early church had the farth but not as 

“one unified system ” Each inspired man had a bit or piece of revelation. But now we have the 
S as out unS system contained in the Bible. Therefore, the unity of the firth has come (or 
the church has come to it). And if the unity of the faith has come then the nnracmous is gone. 
Why? Because Paul said the miraculous (4:11) would only last “till” this period of time ( . -H 

M3ta ^Seginning of,Ms argument Jason says this is no, taking about >»ual|fts,"ta, 
instead “mimstries^H 6 can C aU if ^at h e wants^ uUUim imracu^u ^ ^ tWs list 

(pTo 8 2 S)Tdo„^now why he quibbles about the “gift” being grace (Eph. 4:7-8). He went on 
ter m admit that ,Ws is a Jraculous context He says, “in Greek the last genrttve ts objecfive 

'and modif” both 'the faith' and 'the knowledge.'” So.7 I don't aw a 

know exactly what you are saying, but I won’t make the argument for you. He agrees that toe 
faith” refers^to “the system of faith.” Yet he denies this when he later shows how churches o 
Christ are not unified in what they believe. He says “oneness” does 

not soecificatly. But 4:13 also says the church would come to a perfect man. Perfect mea 

“ 1 1 to” a- “matnrp ” He savs “Yet nothing in Eph. 4:13 says anything about the unity of the 

faft” P coming " Whether we say that the unity of the faith comes to the church or the church 
comesT,he unity of the faith makes no difference. Paul still didn’t say “urnty of wha, we 

i » u “Tjnitv of the faith” It is the faith which is unified, not the believers. 

He says they already had the faith as a unified system when Paul wrote. Look at question 
T acted him Is Acts 21-28 a part of “the faith"? Yes it is. Yet Paul (m Acts 9 for example) 
was not preaching what we have today in Acts 21-28 because these events had not yet even 

£££ 22 =££ ISmenf L “SevC atea^ed £ wha, 
they believed.” Please see that section for how he conti adicts himself 






He says “No translation or commentary supports ‘unity of the faith’ meaning the complete 
system ” This makes no difference. The Baptist could quote hundreds of comment a, ies that eny 
the necessity of baptism. I might point to one man you mentioned, Abbott wuo say* it 
questioned whether St. Paul here conceives this ideal as one to be realized m Preset 
only in the future. Amongst the ancients Chrystostom, Theoph., Oecum Jerome, m tn c fo 
view, Theodoret the latter.” (p. 121). He says that no translation renders the weco«|g 
of the system of faith ” I never said it should be translated this way. I sard that u means tnl t e 
church Lived at the time when it had the complete system of faith ” We now have the complete 
svstem of the faith in the pages of the Bible. Therefore, the miraculous is gone. 

As I mentioned before, he admits that “the faith” means “the system of faith. But now he 
turns around and points out how we in churches of Christ are divided. But Paul is. not saying 111 
the church comes to umty of our faith.” He said, “till the church comes to the urn y of the fa^ 
It is not believers that get the unity; it is “the faith” which becomes one. Paul saw thai the faith 
was not unified when he wrote Ephesians. But you admitted in our oral debate that we do nave 
the faith as a unified system today. Therefore, sometime between tne writing m Ephesians and 
our time today the “unity of the faith” came to pasa And since this is the case, the miraculous 

gone Why? Because Paul said it would only last “till” that period of time. . , 

S " HeLys that if unity of the faith has come then the equipping and work of ministry have 

ceased (4 1 2 / No gifts worked in the early church so that it could grow up. Baby walkers help 

Snts lo leL to walk. But once they learn to walk they discard the wal to In t e.ame way, 
the church had miracles so they could reach the pomt of bemg fully equipped. But once they 
fully equipped the miracles were discarded. 

yyom Alrparty Unified In What They Belie ved . , 

Jason says Jhat unity of the faith (4:13) means until we all believe the same tiling^ I pointed 

out that they were already unified in what they believed. It would make no sense forPau y 
that they were unified (4:3) but that they wouldn’t be unified till they got to heaven (4.13). 
proves that he is not talking about unity of believers in 4:13. Jason says that 4 :j does not mean 
hey were unified in what they believed. But he insisted earlier that unity always means unity o 
peopill His passages don’, mean they weren’t unified (4:14 17, 5:11). They only mea^hat 
some weren’t living right I pointed out that “keep” means they already had it. If I said keep 
your car Uhat implies you already have one! So when Paul said “keep unity" that means they 
Sy had unity. Therefore, the “unity” iu 4:13 ts a different kind of unity. It is unity oneness 
of “the faith ” They did not have “the faith” as one unified system in the early first century. But 
we do ht e it today in the pages of the Bible. Therefore, the miraculous ,s gone Why? Because 
Paul said the miraculous (4:11-12) would only last “till” this penod of time (4:1 o). 

If unity of the faith comes when we get to heaven, as Jason says, then there will be fait m 
heaven But there will be no faith in heaven (Heb. ll:l;2Cor. 5:7), Jason d.dn t even mention 
these passages Instead he says, “‘faith’ simply means ‘trust’.” Faith includes trust, but u is a.so 
“the evidence of things not seen ” (Heb. 11:1), “Unity ofthe faith” must occur mM* * s 
life because faith is based on something we do not see. This proves his doctrineTo befate H 
says, “Are we no longer going to have the body of doctrine in heaven? We might, but one thm e 

is for sure: It won’t be 1 faith when we get mere! 


False Doctrine In Heaven 




If “unity of the faith” comess at heaven then th^ ^ ^ ^ ^ doctrine (4;14) 

Paul said we come to unity of he *x ( _ 13 ^ tQ 4>12 j inted out that unity of the faith is 

But I told you tnat he w°uW say fox • P ng ^ nearest purpose . But he didn’t say 

a purpose^ So we have the resu : ^ my ^ in any commentary and that no one 

anything about this at a.l. lie say trouble'debating a Baptist since nearly every corn- 

holds this view except me. Yon would have oubie^eoag P ^ that agree vvith 

mentary says Baptism is not "“buW.nl y totuisfy your commentary'craving: Bratcher and Nida, 
me on tms point, not as proof, but o y y . Turner F.pistle to the 

Thus, false doctrine will be in heaven '[ ^^„ld noTfight false doctrine in the adult sense. 

He chides me on my saymg W J S in sharp contrast with “mature” 

Paul is plainly saying m 4.14 t > ^ have to be children any longer 

S P Int“y!rS C y church (being cMldren) was able to fight false doctrine, but no. 
in the mature or adult like sense that the church can today. 

be n0 more children.” The phrase 
In Ephesians 4.14 Paul said, subjunctive mode which 

“henceforth be no more” is from the Gree wor m • Maket - is defined as “not hereafter” 

means Paul is discussing ^^^^^eBnftioiis'deariy show that Paul is saying that 
(Thayer) or not from now on (BAG). ^ false doctrine. He is saying 

from some point in time onward t ey ^ refere nce to time) will the church be children 

“not from now on” or not hereaft ( - certain point in time they would be able 

carried about by false doctrine^ This Ze rationed in this context, 

to fight false doctrine. Friends what is t >y ^ us paul ig saying that gifts were given 
Obviously 4:13 contains the only referen • A p that “not from 

(4:11-12) “till” (there’s the ^^^^(^ce^My'point^stifi stands. If unity of the faith 

Argument #2: There is Only “One Baptism” Today 

. -ss 

There is oriy “one faith" and “one ^ b ™ sm J^^ry tod ay. There- 

fe\h^etptr«Ts water baptism. Spin, baptism has ceased! 

Argument #3: The Purpose of Miracles 

Jason believes I should have listed “equipping of the saints” as another purpose of mrra- 




c l es No, this is not another purpose. The miracles equipped the church in that miracles revealed 

and confirmed the truth which enabled them to grow up. „ Fnh a 4-5 he 

One purpose of miracles was to reveal new truth tn the early church On, Epn. d be 

says that it wasn't done “by" the apostles but “unto" the apos,es, ^ 

do this miraculously? You somehow massed the quatons said, 

new truth to man? Did God 

‘smuehowwasfct givl God'message through some other 

mrnmmm 

Bible, Therefore, this purpose is gone, rPW tmtHMk 16T0) I knew he 

The secondtheUrd was confirmed yet they still had 
miracl^^e^dn’tget what ^said^The reason ^J; 3 ^ 63 *had not 

— hSE lijah in the Old — prophet 

something is confirmed that it never needs to be c0 " fl ™ ed a « a ” d j s no , need to be raised from 
(or confirmed) Him to be the Son of God (Rom, 1 . 4 ) Yet Jesus does „or „e ^ 

,he dead in each a«enemtion to prove thatHe^Son ofGo^ _ ^ in the 

of God, This purpose is gone. The Bible no longer 
" eedS ,0 Mv e a C r"s,iU stands. The only two putposes of minaclessin the New T—t were 

themselves are gone. Why? Because God does not do that which has no purpose. 

Argument #4: Apostleship Is Gone 

This argument is based upon the fact that apostleship as a miraculous gift or office in the 
° , t u h /in or.ri i Tor 12 28-30 we have several miraculous girts men 




that “apostles” (Eph. 4:11; 1 Cor. 12:29) is used only in the sense of the twelve and Paul. But we 
are not going to prove it from this point of view. We are going to use Jason s own doctrine on 
apostleship to prove that all the apostles are gone. Put away all your charts trying to prove that 
Barnabas and James were apostles. We’re going to use your own doctrine to prove that apostle¬ 
ship in every miraculous sense is gone. How are we going to do that? If apostles in any miracu¬ 
lous sense are still in the church today, then they must have the same functions and identifying 
marks that they did in the first century. If even one function or identifying mark of an apostle is 
here, then they all are here. He can not show that some of the identifying marks are still here but 
others are gone. If an apostle is still here, then each and every identifying mark and each and 
every function is still here. If just one identifying mark is not here today, then they are not the 
apostles of the Bible. 

Have you ever heard that expression, “If it looks like a duck, sounds like a duck, and flies 
like a duck, then it is a duck”? The opposite of that is true as well. If apostles are here today then 
they must have ah the identifying marks of apostles in the Bible. If they don’t look like the 
apostles of the Bible, sound like the apostles of the Bible, and do the things that the apostles of 
the Bible did, then they are not the apostles of the Bible! Having shown that the so-called apostles 
of today don’t meet any or all of the identifying marks will show that apostles are gone. And 
again, proving that apostleship is gone proves that all of the gifts are gone. Jason admits that 
something must meet all the identifying marks to be true. Let us now examine the identifying 
marks of an apostle. 

#1: Were equal to the twelve and Paul 

According to Jason, all the apostles like James and Barnabas are equal to the twelve and 
Paul. If there are still apostles in the church today then they must have as much authority as did 
Peter, Paul and the other apostles. I’m not going to say much more about this now, but Jason, 
answer this question: Are the apostles today equM to the apostle Paul in authority? As soon as he 
answers “yes” then he admits that all these other identifying marks are present today. If he says 
“no” then he admits, according to his own doctrine, that this identifying mark is gone! And it the 
identifying mark is gone then the apostle is gone. If the apostle is gone then ah of the gifts aie 

gone. 

#2 Could Reveal New Truth Never Revealed Before (Eph. 3:4-5) 

Paul said, “Whereby, when ye read , ye may understand my knowledge m the mystery of 
Christ) which in other ages was not made known unto the sons of men, as it is now revealed unto 
his holy apostles and prophets by the Spirit.” What is meant by the “mystery” of Christ is that the 
apostles whether the twelve or others, were revealing a new message to mankind for the first 

time. It’had never been revealed before. Jason, can apostles today reveal new truth? Can they 

reveal truth which has never been revealed before? (things not presently in the Bible?). If not, then 
that identifying mark of apostleship is gone! I remind you that if the so-called apostles today don t 
look like apostles, sound like apostles, and do what the apostles of the Bible did then they are 
not the apostles of the Bible. But Jason admits that no new truth is being revealed today. It has 
been folly revealed today. He agrees that no new truth can be revealed today. Therefore, this 
identifying mark is gone. And if one mark is gone, apostleship is gone because the so-called 
apostles of today must meet aU the identifying marks. This identifying mark is gone; therefore 
apostleship is gone. Since one of the gifts is gone, all of them are gone. 

What will Jason say about this? He might say, “The apostles didn’t always reveal new 



taith.” That’s right. I’m not implying that this is all they did. But this was something they could 
do and did do quite frequently. If apostles are still here today then they, like the apostles of old, 
must have that same authority to reveal new truth. Jason admits that no new truth can be revealed 
today. This identifying mark is gone. 

Notice further that the apostles of the Bible were revealing new truth that could be written 
down. (Eph. 3:4). Does anyone have the authority today to write down their so-called inspired 
message and it be just as authoritative as what you read in the letters of the apostle Paul or the 
apostle Peter? If Dr. Scheel was an apostle and got out a piece of paper and wrote “1st & 2nd 
Scheel” and added it to the back of every Bible as equal to the rest of the Bible would he be 
justified in doing so? Jason knows that no man can do that today. And since this is the case, this 
identifying mark is gone. And if just one identifying mark is gone, apostleship is gone. He might 
say, “Well, not every apostle wrote a book of the Bible.” That’s right. But that’s not the ques¬ 
tion. It is not a question of whether they did write a book, but whether they had the authority to 
write a book. They did have that authority back then, but do they have it today? No. Therefore, 
the identifying mark is gone. The so-called apostles of today don’t meet this identifying mark; 
therefore they are not the apostles of the Bible. Therefore, one of the gifts is gone. And since one 
of them is gone, all of them are gone. Miracles have ceased. 

#3 Could remit sins (Jn. 20:22-23) 

Jesus said to the apostles . “...Receive the Holy Spirit. If you forgive the sins of any, they 
are forgiven them; if you retain the sins of any, they are retained. ” One of the identifying marks 
of apostleship in the first century was that they could either remit or retain sins. Jason, does any 
man have this authority today? If not, then there aren’t any apostles today. They must meet all 
the identifying marks. 

#4 Could bind New commandments which had never been given before (Mt. 16:18-19) 

Jesus said, “And I will give unto thee the keys of the kingdom of heaven: and whatsoever 
thou shaft bind on earth shall be bound in heaven: and whatsoever thou shall loose on earth shall 
be loosed in heaven.” He was talking to ah the apostles. In the early church the apostles, whoever 
the were, were giving to mankind new commandments. When Peter stood up on the day of 
Pentecost and said, “Repent and be baptized....” (Ac. 2:38), that was a new commandment. 
Apostles had that authority. Do apostles have this authority today? Could Dr. Scheel, if he were 
an apostle, suddenly come in and give your church a commandment which is not even in the Bible? 
Jason knows this can’t be done today. He knows that NO MAN upon the face of this earth can 
give new commandments which are not already in the Bible. Therefore, this identifying mark is 
gone. I remind you again that the so-called apostles of today must look like the apostles of the 
Bible, sound like the apostles of the Bible, and do the things the apostles of the Bible did. If they 
do not meet the identifying marks, they are not the apostles of the Bible. No man upon the face 
of this earth meets this identifying mark. Therefore, apostles are gone. And since one of the gifts 
is gone (apostleship), all of them are gone. I have proven that miraculous gifts are gone. 

Summary 

I have proven that the unity of the faith has come and thus miracles have ceased. The very 
purpose of miracles has ceased. There is only one baptism today. That one baptism is water 
baptism. Holy Spirit baptism is gone. I have proven that one gift (apostleship) is gone. This 
proves that all of them are gone. I wall not say that Jason is “feeble” as he said about me. I invite 
you to hear him now. 



SECOND NEGATIVE 

Mr. bewis ladies 8 ge,“"of frfnd’ s" d?"* f of the 
an honor to expose the error y , Paul did quote the 

second time. Concerning Paul. in A ^ doct q rine (Ac. 

uninspired writers to pro that is why he didn't 

17:23, 28) . John knows this rs true and that ^ ^ nQt 

say much about it. Als °' C John sayE the argument is based on 

C °fncl h That“°s right' speak where Y the Bible" speaks be silent 

silence. That s ngnr. f account of Paul s 

where the Bible is sxl { 7 . 15 _ 18 . 1 We find Paul debating in 

visit m Athens m Acts 7 / 15 ^ not one time performing 

17:17, and preaching m 1 
miracles. 

HSS3S-H - ^^itu“r m g e r n tt’s, JOh w n itho 9 u a t in ^ 8 --nt B i t on;S' ,t tSe 

et al. are spiritual yi ' , a i?-?8 to prove 

Scriptures I referred to John . t: en goes^ ^ ^ ^ Co _ 12;27 _ 

they are 9 £ • illustration of the body Some 

28 8 Ro. 12:5-8 Paul ; makes c Those that are spirlt ual 

parts are spiritual gifts, some a oroohecy (1 C. 12:10), 

■ -P+-C -jvcnppif iCctlly nciruscl 3.S su.cn. P P y . ^ p 

gifts are specimen y (1 c . 12:9), & tongues (1 C. 

miracles (1 C. 12.10), nea | t them in miraculous context 

12:10). The only reason I ^J c Joh n says he won't make 

is because it is my job to „ , faith" and "the knowledge, 
my argument for me concerning the faith _ and rea d, 

Since, he won’t make it.for me here it ^ ^ ^ Qf 

"Till we all attain unto th Y 0 jr God" (Lenski, 

God and of the unity of th ® kn ° W ® e gp ec t of persons. John admits 
n 533 ); and that is unity m r p . ■ n " Then you've 

that "unity" or "oneness" doesn ^ not "completion" 

destroyed your own argument I ^ ^ iumps fco "perfect 


destroyed your own argumenti ^ ^ then jumps to "perfect 

that is described P a "telios" is used to describe 

man" to get "completion The word t , n phil . 3:11-14 

the "man" not the taitn . *rs until the "resurrection of 

that he would not attain which is the translation of 

the dead" at the "upward call , which i , t matt er if we 

believers (1 Th. 4:16-17). . J ° h n n ^ faith or the 

say that the church comes into th ty Read Eph> 

unity of the faith comes to °hurch Yes r the faith " ; 

4:13 carefully, "Till 1 0 the ch urch. The "unity" 

NOTHING is said about the unity q something the faith 

is something the church akta ^ t ' h fa ith becoming a unitl 

attains to. Nothing is said about ^ is unit y of what?" 

John wants to know, Inthl P ha g sis Q n the phrase "of the 

I guess he is trying to lay emphasis ^ be trans lated 

faith". However of the fal ^ nslat ed by one lexicon (BAG) and 
"in the faith and 1S NA NIV NE) _ An d it is therefore 

several translations ( ' ^ hat did John say about Arlxe 

"unity (agreement) xn the f th have unity when it comes 

^^ript^^^ John say about^ exegete of^the 

"^admitted iTS? question 5 ,3 that it is unity 



in respect of persons! Yet, he still contends that it's the 
completion of the system of faith. First of all, I check the 
commentaries he listed in question #1 , and NOT ONE said unity 
of the faith" is the "completion of the system of faith." The 
only one that even came close was Bratcher & Nida who define 
"faith" (not unity of the faith) as "the totality of Christian 
doctrines and practices" . However they go on to say that unity 
of the faith" is "agreeing about our faith". Tsk, tsk, I stole 
your sucker from you! All I have to do is show that the faith 
was already unified. Ga. 1:23, Paul preached "the faith". Notice, 
Paul was preaching "the faith" before any of the events took 
place that are described in Ac. 27-28! Ga. 2:2, Paul preached 

"that gospel". John defines "the faith" as "the gospel system, 
the body of doctrine." But notice "the faith' , the gospel system 
was complete. Ga. 1 :7 — 1 1 Paul said if any preach any other 
gospel, let him be accursed. If the gospel system wasn't complete 
then this would be superfluous! There would be more to preach! 
John says "the faith" is the "body of doctrine", but was not 

the doctrine complete or did they all preach different doctrines? 
Paul condemned people who didn't preach the doctrine he preached 
(1 Tm. 6:3-5). If there was more to be added to "the body of 
doctrine", this would be ridiculous. Jude 3, "... ye should 

earnestly contend for the faith which was once for all delivered 
unto the saints." "The faith" was complete and already delivered 
by the time Jude wrote his epistle. Therefore, John's argument 
will not stand! Next, John comments about the "work of the 
ministry". He refers to the gifts being given to the church 

to help it grow up, and now that the church is grown miracles 
are discarded. Notice, 1 Co. 8:1 , love edifies. That is, it 

helps the church grow. I guess now that the church is grown, 
love is discarded. Apostles et. al. are never described as being 
aids, such as a baby walker. They are described as being actual 
parts of the body (1 Co. 12:12-28). The purpose of the eye is 

for seeing. Take away the eye, take away the seeing. Take away 
the apostles et. al. , take away the "work of the ministry , 
and John is in the unemployment line! What did John say about 
2 Tm. 4:5, "work of an evangelist" - NOTHING! 

(They were already unified) John still contradicts himself by 
saying "unity" in Ep. 4:3 is in respect of persons, but the 
same word "unity" in Ep. 4:13 is not. John didn t even deal 
with the argument. Paul said they were "tossed to and fro with 
every wind of doctrine", now how can they be unified in what 
they believe with that happening. He didn't even look at what 
I said, "unity of the Spirit" means to keep peace in the church. 
Paul tells us in vs. 2 what "unity of the Spirit" is, "forbearing 


one another in love" also see Cl. 3:14. 

(No faith in heaven) Again, John didn't look at what I said. 
Hb. 11:6, "But without faith it is impossible to please him". 
Are we going to be pleasing God in heaven? Be a man! Answer 
the argument! If it is yes, then there will be faith in heaven! 
Hb. 11:1 simply means faith is not based on what we see. That 
doesn't mean there won't be faith in heaven. 2 Co. 5:7, We 
walk by faith and not by sight", but in heaven we'll no longer 
be "walking" for we will have "the prize" (Ph. 3:14). This 



"prize" (brabeion) is one g^ven at^the end of^a race,, not for 

boS g o n f g doctrine" and the body of doctrine wiil be in heaven, 

then "the faith" will be _ didn < t refer his "purpose" 

(False doctrine in heaven) Joh y che ck out my 1st neg. 

l"have el also° checked 9 the" commentaries John list inthis^r^aent, 
and none of them state what h ® S f X p ' aul fighting false 

~up°»^^rinu S t rfr of . cmu 
viruses. John, you’re comparing aPE>le: 3 J you a re tossed 

totany different things ^ITt , Y John mentions 

to and r „n g s j n the subjunctive mode. That s 

that "hencefor e f t it is perfect subjunctive which 

right! As a matter i outc ome of the present situation 

denotes that wnicn may is discussing 

(Blass-Debrunner-Funk, P- 183 > ’ x/ that so? Look at Ac. 

something that is not yet: a r subjunctive mode, "... that 

4:17, the same word henceforth in sud u .. Was not that 

they speak henceforth to no m quotes BAG "not from 

then and see if it 

now on . Let s put tha ^ ^ nQW on be children, tossed 

was then a rea ^ ty * about with every wind of doctrine... ^ 

to and fro, and earn said "Not from now on. 

He didn’t say, "Not from then on * He * ald ' wa f^ reality then, 
Ml I have to do is prove that Ep. 4.1J was ^ not * carrie d 

and John’s argument is destroyed. ” * .."'sounds pretty close 

about with divers and strange that’s not possible! They 

i-r-i Fn 4*13 But John says, NO, tnat s nut y 

couldn't fight false doctrine then." My point stan s. 

M—TJL2 - dohn, I'd be ashamedjf^ I btlieSes 

even attempt to deal with wh there is only one baptism, 

that baths are not for today, because there \= J that there 
I guess he does believe like the Jehovah s witnes ^ belieV es 

is no baptism of fire l 4 » atlo “ e ?hSr4 is only one baptism, 
there are no martyrs todabe<“ e oountr ies that there 

Is Y nfr martyrdor^today , ^ ^ 

MV. 'what ^r^r-ar^t the 5 seven "ones" being an 
illustration for unity - NOTHING! 

—Til - dohn said I missed hie argument r^No^I ^idn’t, 
you just ignored »hat I said (Hfc . 2;3) _ J 

was the truth they heard from about Ep. 3:4-5. I don’t 

John didn't have anything ^e ^? racPes was bo reveal new truth, 
believe that a purpose o because miracles are still here, 

so that does not mean t he knew g wou ld use 1 

new truth is being revealed. busted your hide with them 

“a' oV/ ^•diate-if^^-^- - - £ 




was a prophet in a period when new truth was being revealed. 
What new truth did Elijah reveal on Mt. Carmel??!! Elijah 
confirmed with miracles the same message Moses confirmed 400 
years earlier! Concerning the resurrection, Christ died one 
time for all times (Hb. 9:28). But again John is comparing apples 
to oranges. If they are the same, then after Pentecost there 
should have been no more miracles, because according to John 
it's one time for all times! 

ARGUMENT # 4 - John says miracles have ceased, because 
apostleship has ceased. John says all of the apostles were dead 
by A. D. 100. This is actually a historical argument. And from 
a historical point of view it is incorrect. Eusebius, as well 
as others, record that the Apostle John lived well into the 
second century. Since you wish to debate historically, let me 
give you a bit of history. First of all in Ante-Nicene Fathers , 
v. 5, p. 674, there appears an anonymous treatise written about 
250 A.D. which states, "But heretics who are already baptized 
in water in the name of Jesus Christ must only be baptized with 
the Holy Spirit; and in Jesus, which is the 'only name under 
heaven whereby we must be saved'..." Even in the third century 
H.S. baptism is said to be available. Second, if "unity of the 
faith" has to do with the completed Bible, then everybody missed 
it, because it was not until 397 A.D. at the council of Carthage 
that it was decided on the 27 books of our NT. And just for 
the record, for those who may have not ever read the verses; 
the twelve and Paul are not the only ones called apostles. Ac. 
14:14, "... the apostles, Barnabas and Paul..." Barnabas referred 
to as an apostle on equal basis with Paul. Ro. 16:7, "Salute 
Andronicus and Junia...who are of note among the apostles..." 
The same word "among" is used in Js. 3:6 in reference to the 
tongue being apart of our body. Ro. 16:7, they are apart of 
the apostles. Here's another thing for you to chew on, John, 
it's possible that Junia was a woman, making her a female apostle 
(a woman preacher!!). 1 Th. 2:6, Paul refers to Silas and Timothy 
as "apostles of Christ". Ga. 1:18-19 James the Lord's brother 

is referred to as an apostle. 

(#1 Equal to the twelve) Yes, all apostles are equal. 

(#2 Reveal New Truth) John again goes to Ep. 3:4-5 to prove 
that apostles could reveal new truth. John, I've already dealt 
with this! It was the Spirit that revealed this, NOT THE 
APOSTLES! The apostles didn't reveal the mystery and therefore 
revealing of new truth is not an identifying mark. John also 
goes to writing of Scripture. He says this was an identifying 
mark. Watch me destroy this with his own argument. John says, 
if it doesn't look like a duck, sound like a duck, and fly like 
a duck then it is not a duck. John believes writing of Scripture 
is an identifying mark of apostles. He even stated in a tract 
that the purpose of H.S. baptism was to enable the apostles 
to write Scripture. But watch this. Where is the "book of 
Andrew"? or the "book of Philip"? What about the "Gospel of 
Thomas", is that Scripture that needs to added to our Bibles? 
The "Epistle of Barnabas", is this Scripture? If writing of 
Scripture is an identifying mark, there are a lot of men referred 




, loc; , ha . don ' t have this mark. Just because a few 
to as apostles that don t identifying mark for all. Look 

did it doesn t mean 1 1 1 *24-26) 5 x's beaten by 

at all the things Paul dad: <2 Co3x's shipwrecked, 
Jews, 3x's beaten with rods, Paul , P doesn't 

etc. Just because tha apostles. The same is true 

make it an identifying mark for all apostles. 

with writing Scripture. the power to remit and retain 

^yi n one Ye re m it e s s'ins though Lptis™ (Lk. 24 :47 : Ac. 
2:38; 22:16). One r ®t apo^tle'f did binT^nything that 

n B oi n \~ d he e e n n tS ief e iertc. the, by Jesus Notice Ac.^ 2:38, 
the scripture John . (M t. 28:19- 

was 9iven to the apostles in the ^ - n Mt . 16:17 -19 the 
20 ; Mk. 16.15-18, Lk. 2 carefully, "And Jesus answered 

"keys" were given to Peter. Simon Barjona: for flesh 

and said unto him, Bless unto* thee, but my Father which 

and blood hath not revealed it unto thee, , D y art 

is in heaven. A " 3 b say also unto thee^Tha ^ the gates of 

and upon this rock I wi ^ I will give unto thee 

hell shall not prevai agai ’ „ T n e keys were given to 

the keys of the kingdom> ° f 'kingdom was opened to each 

peter, and Peter: was ther .when the (Rc . 8:14-18); 

nationality: Je»:; (Ac 2^ ^ ^ iaentifylng mark of 

Gentiles (Ac. 10.44 4 ). Peter bound then is bound todayl 

all apostles. Notice that wha t and be bapt ized everyone 

What did Peter bind, Ac.2.38, R P for the remission of sins, 
of you in the name °f C “ f t J e Holy G host." But John said 

and YE SHALL receive th 9 5 that this message is not 

in my first pop quiz, que different qospel than what Peter 

true today. John is preaching a different 300 ^^ ^ dl(ferent 

preached. Paul said in Ga. 1 *»' ach y ed yo u were accursed! 
gospel than what had alrea y apostles. So 

Mt. 16:18-19 is not an if ^ ^ listed as identifying 
as we can see, many of the g p , rh 0 f John’s arguments in 

marks, are not. I have answered each of Joh^ £ . ye 

about four and one halt pages. 

additional questions: _ , . true: 

1. Which of the 7 f 0 l } 995 ng i, ta j. T . Lewis, knew I was quoting the 
a. On Dec. r ^ h (j\ r 2*39) given in BAG. 

wrong definition of call (Ac. 2. ^.9 ^ knQW J WRS quoti ng 

?he°w n ro D ng’de 7 flotion Bk/g^es for'"call" in Ac. 2:39. 

2 please cite a Scripture that says and/or teaches, "When the 
spirit comes, so also comes the Word. 

3 . True or False. The conditions described in Ac. 4:17 was then 
a reality? 

4. What new revelation did Elijah confirm on Mt. Carmel? 

5. True or False. The word "unity^ xn Ep. 4^13 ^ *3 ^ the 
or equal to "unanimity, agreement, and is 




faith". , 1 ., 

In the remaining space of my negative I would like 
on John's question §3 concerning the 'identifying 
believe John and I would agree that the statement 1 


to comment 
marks". I 
3 true. But 


let's look at some of the identifying marks in the New Testament 
and see which church has them today. One identifying mark of 
the NT church is that they baptized "in the name of Jesus (Ac. 
2:38; 8:16; 10:48; 19:5). BAG p. 572 defines m the name as 

"with mention of the name, while naming or calling on the name 
Schaff-Herzog, v. 1, p. 436 defines it as "utterance of the 
name of Jesus." That is the early church baptized calling 
on the name of Jesus. Who is that has this identifying mark 
Not the church John attends, their preachers, in debate, preach 
you don't have to say anything when you baptize. therefore, 
they are not the NT church. Another identifying mark of the 
NT church is "singing and making melody" (Eph. 5:19). Tha 

"melody" in Greek is "psallo" which means, to twang the strings 
of a musical instrument" (Thayer); "to play on a stringed 
instrument" (Young's Analytical). But the church John attends 
doesn't have this identifying mark They preach against Playing 
stringed instruments. Therefore they are not the NT chui . 
Another identifying mark of the ch ^ch is that e y a 

gifts of the Spirit (Ac. 2:43; 8:18; 1 0 :44-47 , 1 9.5, Ro. •/ 

1 Co 1-7- Ga 3:2). Does the church John attends have this 
mark.' No'. Therefore it is not the church of the NT Remember 
boys & girls if it doesn't look like a duck, sound like a duck, 
and fly like a duck, its not a duckl Please notice the following 
chart (Chart #3). Here we have "a tale of two churches . Whic 
one has the identifying marks we have mentioned? I 11 leave 
the decision up to you. You can choose the right church or 
the wrong church. Here my opponents last attempt at debating. 
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LEWIS’ THIRD AFFIRMATIVE 

Let me take op Jason. ,st two pomts tirsf He asked ^sdons whkd, I - 

anSWe d r of tteOT r 5 2 FaL“ n itof , W in the sense of what you say. In his last paragraph (with 
Z) he itnffies his church as the one meeting all the identifying marks. Jesus name hap.tsm, 

“ d ‘""pend- To "™^n,sU is fn. on others- I will hst some points 

Which he has said nothing about. ^ S denj dte necessity of 

argument to stand. 2. The Baptist can qurne nu h means .., rast » 

Heb. 8. Does anyone have the authonfy to ^tetown 

^ “hens is “pa, of ‘aJ, directions." If miracles are here today then 

Tw thould coin with miracles. He cannot do it. He doesn't have the power. 

Argument #1: Ephesians 4:11-15 

Please see my Eph. 4 chart. God gave gifts for the equipping on the 

These were given “till” the church came to the “ mt ^ °" e “ Si “ f ^ re the His is gone, 
faith as one unified system today in the pages of the Bible. The e “ r "' *" e “““ that Y , Co r 

lalT ™ ^ 

gifts! Yet now he has said that apostles by saying that both are modified by 

He commented on “the faith and the taowiedge ^ M “completion” 

“unity.” The only thing he did was quo e en. ^ the per f ect / mature man has 

because that’s not the definition of the word itself. He Y V m m 3;11 . 14 with i 

reference to the entire church. I agree, y oo ng5 resurre ction But “attain” (Gk. kan- 

Thess. 4:16-17 Jason says Paul would not attain ^b reference to coining to a 

tantao) is us<sayth* “attain” can only refer to the second coming is irrespon- 
location(Ac. 16:1,18.19). So to say , , « n itv in the faith.” I don’t have a 

Sibl bi eXe8 vSh S tfc It'S stilt the faith wWch^is unified not individual Christians. He says I said 

number 3, Jason says that I admitte t a 1 ^ |ju(is P not unity 0 f believers. He says not one 
is believers that arrive at the oneness o ^ hj j ^ The reader ^ have to check these 

E" Jal says “all I have ,0 do is show where the faith is unified." He 




miotes Gal 2 2' 17-11 1 Tim. 6:3-5 and Jude 3. When Paul and others made these statements 
things to be added to the Bible. Acts 21-28 is a part of “the forth” as we have 
it today Yet during the time when Galatians, for example, was written Paul was not preachin 
what kTrecwded in Acts 21-28. When Paul wrote Galatians, etc. “the forth” was not the fonh 
in its ultimate completion since at this time there were still some things to be added. As lo D as 
J W admits that the whole New Testament is part of “the faith” he admits that the forth . was sti 
being added to until the last book was written. The early church was “attaining to hat one 
complete body of doctrine as they moved closer and closer to the time when the faith would 
become complete. That time finally came by the end of the first century, _ Thereto,re ^ ^ 
lous is gone. Why? Because Paul said the miraculous would only last till this period ot 

(Eptl toll's comment on the “work of ministry” he says that love helps the church grow 0 

Cor 81) yet love is not discarded. I never said that everything which helps the church grow is 

discarded. 1 the dL of the mrraculous Paul says that nnrac.es were given “,,11 ««t church came 
to the point of a “mature" man. When the church became mature the gifts ceased. When 
compares the image™ of children to that of the body (1 Cor. 12) he is mtxrng imagery. Imagery 
cannot be mixed like this. He says that I am in the unemployment line. No, I exptaned fully 
our oral debate that Paul is discussing the miraculous. 2 Tim. 4.5 has no bearing on . 

Thev Were Already "U nified in What T hey Believed . . , 

It is obvious that Paul is ^^SifetoTutnty of what we believe m Eph 4 .13 srnce he 

had iust said that the Ephesians were already unified in what they believed (Eph. 43) You can 

•£• , r c r“ n i 3 i B u t you have contradicted yourself by saying 

say this means peace if you want (ct. Col. i. 14). our you nave 

that unity always means respect of persons and then denying it right here. The fact that the early 
chumh was ”sed to and fro doesn'i mean they weren’t unified. They were chrldren and therefore 
unlearned in many things. Watch how he contradicts himself. Here he says they were being 
tmssedby ftlse dtLneUhen he turns around and says, “All I have to do .prove ha, Ep^B 
The means 414,1 think] was a reality then,...” So were they tossed or weren t they? Friends, 
doesn't that tell you something about his doctrine? He does not know what he beheves. 

N " ^"jasof smittat we must have faith to be pleasing to God and thus faith will be in' heavem 
In this life you must preach to unbelievers to be pleasing to God. Yet ,,‘, 0 “ 
won't be done in heaven. Don't say, “That's because unbehevers won *£*^72^7^ 

be there either because faith is based on what we don t see (Heb . ). - Tlterefore 

not come till heaven then there will be faith in heaven. This contradtcts Heb.11.1. Tlterefore 
Jason’s argument is false. On 2 Cor. 5:7 Jason forgot to examine the context. Paul is contrasting 
walking in this life by faith and walking in the life to come by sight. When he uses Ptal. 3. e 
mixes le images of walking and racing. J.W. previously felt that “the faith” was urnty of pew 
sonal belief. Now he says it refers to the body of doctrine! There maybe a body ofdortnne m 
heaven But it will not be faith because faith refers to “things not seen. Since faith refers to 
things not seen the church must arrive at the unity of the faith sometime before we get to heaven. 

EaM S^hf£Sl at my argument on the purpose referring to the result. The only thing 

he said was that heaven as a purpose was not in context. Unity of the faith - « 

think this occurs at heaven. The result refers to the nearest purpose. He says the commen 




I listed do not support what I said. I have hidden no sugarstick. He chides my example of a 
contrast between child and man. Paul is making a contrast between the church being a child 
(4:14) with its maturity when it arrived at the oneness of the faith. When the church arrived at the 
oneness of the faith it would no longer be children. They would be mature (4:13). Thus, accord¬ 
ing to J’s view, the church becomes a man at heaven and can then fight against false doctrine. 

Paul said, “that we henceforth be no more children.” (4:14). “Henceforth be no more.” 
is in the subjunctive. The subjunctive means that 4:14 was not then a reality. This phrase is 
defined as “not hereafter” or “not from now on.” These definitions mean that from a certain point 
in time the church would be able to fight against false doctrine. The only reference to time 
mentioned is found in 4:13. Paul is saying that the church would come to the oneness of the faith 
and that from this point in time they would be able to fight false doctrine. Therefore, if unity of 
the faith comes when we get to heaven, false doctrine will be in heaven. Your quote of Blass- 
Defrunner-Funk proves my point: “that which may be the outcome of the present situation” 
means that at present (when Paul wrote) they were children. But at some point in time the 
outcome would be that they would be able to fight against false doctrine. Your view still has false 
doctrine in heaven. Your understanding of the subjunctive shows your ignorance of the Greek. 
Hear Robertson: “The only fundamental idea always present in the subjunctive is that of futu¬ 
rity.” (A Grammar of the Gk. NT in the Light of Historical Research, p. 927). Your reference to 
Ac. 4:17 is cute. The Jews decided they were going to forbid them from that point on to speak 
the name of Jesus. At that point in time, however, the apostles were still preaching Jesus. It was 
not reality that the apostles were not speaking the name of Jesus. Heb. 13:9 has the same idea. 
This is imperative which also refers to “potential action” (Summers, p. 106-7). The Hebrew 
writer didn’t want them to be carried about with strange doctrines, but at present they were! The 
word “now” you have twisted because the subjunctive clearly refers to something not present. My 
point still stands: 4:14 was something still in the future when Paul wrote. They were still children. 
“Henceforth be no more...” means that from some point in time onward. The only reference to 
time in this context is 4:13. Therefore Paul is saying that the church came to the unity of the faith, 
and from that point in time they would be able to fight false doctrine. But Jason says unity of the 
faith comes when we get to heaven. Therefore, we get to heaven and from that point in time we 
will be able to fight against false doctrine. Therefore, Jason’s view has false doctrine in heaven. 

Argument #2: There is Only “One Baptism” Today 

Jason refuses to look at the argumentation I have made. I have not said that one baptism 
excludes taking a bath, etc. I have said that one baptism refers to salvation. There are many 
baptisms today (martyrdom, etc.) but only one saves. Paul may be using these in reference to 
unity, but these are still the seven ones in regard to the “one hope of your calling.” J.W. believes 
that Spirit baptism saves. But there is only one baptism today which saves. We both agree that 
water baptism is necessary today. Thus, water baptism is the only one which saves today. 

Argument #3: The Purpose of Miracles 

There are two purposes of miracles in the NT: To reveal and confirm new truth. The truth 
has been fully revealed and fully confirmed. Thus, there is no longer a purpose for miracles. Since 
the purpose is gone, the miracles are gone because God does not do that which has no purpose. 
He says, “I don’t believe that a purpose of miracles was to reveal new truth.” I have asked him 
over and over what revealed new truth. Did non-miracles reveal new truth? No, miracles re¬ 
vealed new truth! But this purpose is gone since all of it has been revealed. He says I used Heb. 




2:4 in the public debate to prove the Word was fully confirmed. No, I used it to prove that 
confirmation was a purpose. Concerning Elijah, he fails to realize that the whole period under 
which the prophets lived was a period of continuous revelation. Today we don’t live in a time of 
continuing revelation. He will not find one place in the Bible where miracles confirmed in the 
absence of continuing revelation. Answer this: Does Jesus need to be raised in each generation to 
confirm that He is Deity? No! Once this was confirmed it is always confirmed. The reason the 
apostles did miracles was because they were revealing new truth for the first time. Like the 
resurrection of Christ, once the Word was confirmed it was always confirmed. Since both pur¬ 
poses have ceased, the miracles themselves have ceased. 

Argument #4: Apostleship Is Gone 

J.W. quotes several church historians on Spirit baptism. I’m not debating this issue. He 
says the Bible wasn’t completed till 397 A.D. You missed it. Paul s writings (and others) were 
Scripture from the moment they came forth (2 Pt. 3:16). He mentions several passages to prove 
that there were more than just the twelve (and Paul) apostles. I said that we were going to prove 
that apostleship in every sense is gone. If apostles in any miraculous sense are still in the church 
today they must meet all the identifying marks of the apostles in the Bible. If just one identifying 
mark does not exist today, then the so-called apostles of today are not the apostles of the Bible. 
If apostleship is gone, all of the gifts are gone. Let’s now examine the identifying marks: 

#1: Were equal to the twelve and Paul Jason says all apostles of today are equal to those of the 
Bible. But if they are equal then they must have just as much authority as Paul, Peter and the 
others had. He failed to mention this. 

#2: Could Reveal New Truth Never Revealed Before (Eph. 3:4-5) On Eph. 3:4-5 Jason says 
that it was the Spirit which revealed not the apostles. Paul said it was knowledge he gave to them 
which was revealed to him by the Spirit. I mentioned that they also could write this as Scripture. 
Jason brings up the book of Andrew, etc. I did not say they all wrote Scripture. I said they could 
write Scripture. Could any man write Scripture today? No! This identifying mark is gone. He 
mentions other identifying marks (2 Co. ll:24ff). Yes, they could suffer persecution! All apos¬ 
tles could suffer persecution! 

#3: Could Remit Sins (Jn. 20:22-23) J.W. says we still have power to remit sms through 
baptism. Do we remit sins or God? When you baptize do you tell people that you are remitting 
sins? No man has this power today. 

#4: Could Bind New commandments which had never been given before (Mt. 16:18-19) 

When the apostles preached they were revealing a message which had never been given before. 
Jesus had given them the message to preach. But there were some things Jesus didn’t tell them 
during His earthly ministry (Jn. 16:12-15). Some things were revealed directly by the Spirit. 
Also, it was new to mankind because it had never been given to man before. I ask again, could 
Dr. Scheel give a command not yet in the Bible? He says the keys were given to Peter alone. I 
knew he’d say this. Look at Matthew 18:18. This is parallel to Mat. 16:18f except the pronouns 
are plural! ALL apostles were given the authority to bind and loose commandments of God. No 
man today can bind and loose new commandments. Iherefore, no man meets this identifying 
mark. Thus, apostleship is gone. Since one gift is gone, all of them are gone. 

I have proven that miraculous are gone. Eph. 4:1 Iff proves that the miraculous ceased. 
Only one baptism (water) is for today. The very purpose of miracles is gone. No man meets the 
identifying marks of apostleship. Therefore apostleship and all other miraculous gifts have ceased. 
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attain unto the unity and not the faith. He says he doesn't 

recall seeing the name Arlie Wayne Harris. Look now at my 1st 
neg. arg. #1 , Arlie Harris (church of Christ) states, Eph. 4:13 

can only mean that the believers are the ones who are unified. 
What did John say about Gary Summers' statement that Paul knew 
the "entire body of New Testament teaching - NOTHING! That's 
it John, just ignore the arguments!! What did John say about 
Jude 3, that the faith was already delivered - NOTHING! What 
did he say about Paul's warnings being superfluous if more was 
to be added to "the faith" - NOTHING!! What did John say about 
the word "unity" always being used in reference to respect of 
persons - NOTHING!! Concerning "work of the ministry", John 
says I've mixed the imagery. No I haven't; notice the image 

of the body is used in Ep. 4:15-16. Again I will state the 
argument: the purpose of eyes is for seeing; take away the eyes 
take away the seeing. The purpose of apostles et. al. is the 
work of the ministry, take away the apostles et. al. take away 
the work of the ministry. If evangelist have ceased, the "work 
of an evangelist" (2 Tm. 4:5) has ceased; and John is on 
unemployment! 

(They were already unified) John admits Ep. 4:3 refers to unity 
and peace in the church. Therefore your argument that they were 
unified in what they believed is destroyed. He says I've 

contradicted myself, but watch. Ep. 4:14, they were tossed to 

and fro by every wind of doctrine, therefore they weren't unified 
in what they believed. However, they didn't have to be tossed 
to and fro, that's why Paul said that we may no longer be 

children. So, down the tubes goes John's argument. 

(No faith in heaven) John tries to answer my argument by showing 
preaching won't be in heaven, but John you also refuted your 
own argument. If we are going to be pleasing to God in heaven, 
the^e must be faith in heaven. Because Hb. 11:6 states "without 
faith it is impossible to please him." John says that because 
faith is not based on what we see, there won't be faith in 

heaven. But Hb. 11:1 doesn't mean we can't have faith in what 
we see. Notice Hb. 11:13, these all died in faith having seen 
the promise afar off. John says I've mixed the imagery of Phil. 
3:11-14 with 2 Cor. 5:7. No I haven't! 2 Cor. 5:10 refers to 

standing before the judgment seat to receive rewards. That is 

when we shall receive "the prize" (brabeion), which is a prize 
given at the end of a race. I never said "the faith" was unity 
of personal belief. I stated "the faith" is the body of doctrine, 
and "unity of the faith" is agreement in the body of doctrine. 
If "the faith" is the body of doctrine, which John says it is, 
and if the body of doctrine will be heaven, there will be "the 
faith" in heaven. 

(False doctrine in heaven) I see John has finally realized the 
"result" described in Ep. 4:14 refers back to "purpose". Notice 
what John list as the "purpose" in his ch. #1 - vs. 12! John 

tries to make vs. 13 the purpose, but the word "until" refers 
to duration. Again I'll ask, who is it that tried to skip the 
duration? Again John says "children" contrasts with "mature". 
But if that is the case, Paul would be saying, we become mature 
so we can grow up. And that doesn't make a bit of sense. John 
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defeat! 1 


ARGUMENT #3- What did John say about 1 Co. .V 21 '„®° d 
preaching To reveal truth - NOTHING!! That s it, John, stick 
to your best argument - silence!!' John couldn t tell us any 
new message Elijah confirmed on Mt. Carmel. He also failed to 
refer to the fact that not only had the message already been 
confirmed, but both the miracles and the message were recorded 
in the complete Law of Moses. According to John, Elijah shouldn t 
have been able to perform a miracle, because once it was 
confirmed it was always confirmed. But thank God we l ^ow 
Truth!! Elijah confirmed the same message that had already bee 
confirmed 4 Q 0 yrs earlier!! 

ARGUMENT /if4- John makes a historical argument, ^then^ he^ doesn^t 
want to debate the issue!! Boy, I've got you chased up a tree 

like a 'coon dog does a 'coon!! John didn t eve *V re What's 
Scriptures I gave that showed there were other apostles ( What s 
the matter, John? Do you not want to answer the arguments.. 

OH Equal to the twelve) Yes, all apostles are equal and have 

^2 R a e m v e eaT t new it tr‘uth) John admits that in Eph. 3:4-5 it was 
the Spirit that revealed it, not the apostie 3 : Therefore, you ve 
destroyed your argument. John then says writing of Scripture 
in an identifying mark, but he says not all had 
Scripture, but all could write Scripture. But what is an 

identifying mark? It is a mark all must meet in order to be 

identified. For example, baptism by immersion is an identifying 
mark of the church. All churches that wish to be identified 
as the NT church must baptized by immersion. It s not something 
they could do, it's something they must do. Not all apost_es 

wrote Scripture, and therefore this is not an identifying mark. 

(#3 Remit sins) John implies that the apostles had some special 
power to remit sins. I challenge anyone to find any other way 

besides baptism that sins were remitted in the book of Acts. 

As far as who does the remitting, Jesus said, Whose soever 

sins ye remit..." If this doesn't refer to baptism, I d like 

to know another way sins a^e remitted. ,, , 

(#4 Bind new commandment John thinks Matt. 18:18 refutes 
Peter was given the 1 .s to the kingdom. He says Mt. 18.18 

parallels to Mt. 16' _. No it doesn’t. You totally blew rt 

this time John! You ,solutely have no understanding of Biblical 
context- Notice, f ,t of all Mt. 18:15-18 is given to the entire 
church! Next let’s notice the context. The context is referring 
to one brother trespassing against another and putting him 
out of fellowship of the church. Mt. 18:18 has nothing to do 
with "new commandments"! What did John say about Peter being 
present each time the door to the kingdom was open to the 
nationalities - NOTHING! You're on a roll, John. Just Keep up 
the silent treatment! Maybe no one will notice you won t answer 
my arguments, although I doubt it!! John you have absolutely 
failed to prove that miracles have ceased! Please go back and 
look at all the arguments John never referred to. I encourage 
the reader to thoroughly examine each argument. Thank you. 



